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ABSTRACT 

The focus of this paper is the effect of teachers' 
expectations for their students on their own behavior, on the 
classroom environment, and on learning. Literature is reviewed and 
integrated, and an assessment system for matching individual students 
with learning environments is presented. Section one reviews 
literature on the following topics: the relationship of teacher 
expectations to school effectiveness; xhe formation, communication, 
and effects of teachers' varying expectations; and the status of 
research on teachers' expectations and teachers' attituces and 
perceptions concerning Iheir student^ . Section two, drawing upon 
pertinent literature, advances the concept of behavioral ecology as a 
guide to analyzing the behavioral demands of the environment 
(including teacher expectations) and their relationship to affected 
individuals. Section three reviews an environmental assessment 
system, Assessment for Integration /into Mainstream Settings (AIMS) , 
which was designed foif use with handicapped students but which may be 
applicable to others. AIMS identifies behavioral demands of 
classrooms and assesses child behavior relative to these demands and 
thus f ,the child's adjustment to teachers and peers. The system's four 
instruments and results from tests of the system are described. 
Following a brief conclusion are /an 11-page bibliography, a sample 
AIMS instrument, and two tables it data. (MCG ) 
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Introduction 

In the past two 0 decades, there has been a rising tide of public 
concern about the declining quality of the educational outcomes of public 
schools. Evidence for such a decline is readily apparent in decreasing 
performance scores on nationally referenced standardized tests, in an 
alarming increase in school dropout rates, in the breakdown of school 
discipline structures and codes, ,and in greatly reduced competence levels of 
high school graduates. The recently published report of the National 
Commission on Excellence in Education (A Nation at Risk 1983) provides 
elaborate documentation of our deteriorated collective educational efforts 
and proposes a number of changes to upgrade our system of schooling. Many of 
these changes (such as merit pay) may prove unpalatable to' educators while 
others appear to affect dimensions of the schooling process (district and 
community conditions) that account for only indirect and limited influence on 
learnet outcomes. 

While public criticism has risen, our knowledge of effective 
schooling and the conditions associated with its achievement have at the same 
time shown a dramatic increase. The current knowledge base regarding 
effective schooling and teaching is more cohesive, replicable, and 
empirically supported than at any point in our educational history (Brophy 
1979; Joyce, Hersh and McKibbin 1983; Brophy and Evertson 1981; Good 1981; 
Purkey and Smith 1983). Variables that influence achievement can be found at 
all levels of the schooling process, including the classroom, the school, and 
the district (Purkey and Smith 1983; Fisher, Berliner, Filby, Marliave, 
Cahen, and Dishaw 1980; Hargrove, Graham, Ward, Abernethy, Cunningham, and 
Vaughn 1981). On this point, however, Centra and Potter (1980) argue that 
student behavior and learner outcomes are moBt directly affected by student 
characteristics, teaching performance, and conditions within schools. In 
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their review of schooling and teacher effects, these authors suggest that a 
research focus on individual school conditions (rather than a comparison 
between schools) will be more productive in identifying those factors 
contributing most to student outcomes in learning and social adjustment. I 

Two related but independent lines of research have coalesced in the 
development of the current knowledge base .on school improvement. These are 
, (a) research on the characteristics of effective schools and identification 
of those factors that distinguish more effective from less effective schools, 
and (b) process-product studies that empirically relate teacher attributes to 
learner outcomes as measured by standardized tests* Research activities in 
these two areas have been especially intense and productive since the early 
seventies and have demonstrated conclusively that effective schooling and 
teaching-learning are not random processes but are consistently associated 
with predictable patterns of school and classroom conditions (Hersh and 
Walker 1983; Joyce, Hersh, and McKibbin 1983; Brookover, Beady, Flood, 
Schwitzer, and Wisenbaker 1979; Edmonds 1979; and Tomlinson 1980). 

0 

In the past decade, a relatively large number of studies of the _ 
characteristics of effective schools have demonstrated moderate degrees of 
convergent validity or overlap in findings (See Weber 1971; Edmonds 1979; 
Brookoyer et al. 1979; Rutter, Maughan^ Mortimore, Ouston and Smith 1979; 
Coleman 1981; Mayeske, Wisler, Beaton, Weinfield, Cohen, Okada, Proshek, and 
Tabler 1972; Clark, Lotto, and McCarthy 1980; and Tomlinson 1980). The range 
of distinguishing characteristics in these studies includes (a) effective and 
consistent administrative leadership, (b) high teacher expectations for 
children's achievement, (c) orderly atmosphere, (d) frequent evaluations and 
monitoring of student progress, (e) school-wide task orientation, (f) high 
teacher efficacy, (g) high levels of academically engaged time, (h) clear 
•goals and purposes, (i) strong instructional leadership and support from the 



principal, (j)'use of direct instruction procedures, (k) high levels of 
discipline, (1) tightly coupled curricula, (m) an emphasis on the acquisition 
of basic skills, and (n) a sense by students that they have some control over 
the school environment. Two characteristics are consistently identified 
across almost all studies of schooling effectiveness: (1) high teacher 
expectations for learning and achievement, and (2) a high level of discipline 
(Purkey and Smith 1983). While these two dimensions may be results, not 
causes, of effective schooling, they are both highly controllable by schools 
and are directly related to the two major ingredients necessary for student 
success in school: (1) to perform well academically and (2) to adapt 
behaviorally to the demands of the schooling process and to others (teachers, 
staff, and peers) who make up the school environment. 

The primary methodology for studying effective schooling has been to 
use certain criteria (achievement scores, dropout rates, etc.) to select 
highly . effective schools (positive outliers) and unusually ineffective 
schools (negative outliers). The selected schools are then studied 
intensively, using interviews, surveys, observations, case studies, and 
archival records analyses to identify differences that may account for the 
observed discrepancy on the original selection variable(s). This methodology 
has been criticized at some length by Purkey and Smith (1983) in a recent 
review of the schooling effectiveness literature. These criticisms relate to 
(a) the selection of lalse "negative" and '•positive' 1 outlier schools, (b) the 
narrow and relatively small samples used for intensive study of contrast 
effects, which increase the probability that some merely coincidental factors 
may be identified as distinguishing characteristics, and (c) the use of weak 
measures and procedural errors involved in the identification of outlier 
schools* In spite of these constraints, the author of this paper is 
impressed with the degree of overlap and convergent validity 



represented in the findings of several investigators across studies, 
populations, and socio-economic status (SES) levels relating to factors 
associated,. with effective schools. This is an extremely important body of 
knowledge and provides a basis for school improvement efforts focused on far 
more relevant variables than those of the past. 

Purkey ind Smith (19tt3) make some observations about the knowledge 
base on effective schooling that provide some important structure for future 
research and activities in this area. For example, they caution against 
assuming that what produces positive schooling effects in one setting will 
necessarily produce the same effects in another. In the absence of 
longitudinal studies, it is not at all clear that a school designated as 
effective one year will remain so in the future. There is almost no 
information available on the process by which schools increase, decrease, or 
maintain their effectiveness. To date, no one has taken findings Irom the 
effective schools literature and reliably demonstrated that their 
application significantly changes the effectiveness of target schools. 
Questions raised by the authors on this issue include (a) How do different 
improvement strategies affect subpopulations in a school?, and (b) Are 
different strategies required to raise the scores of low-achieving schools 
than for high-achieving schools that are beginning to decline? These process 
variables must be studied carefully if efforts to implement the findings on 
schooling effectiveness are going to affect actual school practices and 
learner outcomes in a valid manner. 

t 

The other major line of research relating to schooling effectiveness 
has focused on the teacher and classroom as the appropriate unit of study. 
Investigations of this type, referred to as process-product studies, relate 
teacher attributes and classroom conditions to learner outcomes, as measured 
by standardized achievement tests (Brophy 197y). Over the last decade, this 



research has identified a broad array of process variables correlated with 
learner outcomes* These include academic learning time (Rosenahine 1977, 
1979; Rosenshine and Berliner 1978); the formation and expression o f teacher 
expectations for academic performance (Good 1981; Brophy 1979; Brophy and 
E^ertson 1981); the number, variety, and types of opportunities provided by 
teachers for active academic responding during the course of instruction 
(Greenwood, Delquadri, and Hall 1984; Delquadri, Greenwood, and Hall 1979; 
Heron, Heward, Cooke., and Hill in press); instructional processes used to 
teach academic content (Stallings 1977)*, teacher management styles and 
procedures (Emmer, Evertson, and Anderson 1980); direct instruction 
procedures (Becker 1977, 1978, 1984; Gersten, Gamine, and White 1984; 
Engelmann, Gran2in,and Severson 1979)* school climate (Anderson 1982), degree 
of continuity in academic signal systems used by teachers during instruction 
(Kounin and Gump 1974); and classroom organization (Brophy 1979). This 
listing is by no means exhaustive* However, as with the schooling 
effectiveness literature, this body of knowledge is largely descriptive in 
nature and has been derived primarily through the use of correlational and _ 
regression analysis procedures* The literature is currently devoid of 
convincing, experimental demonstrations in which this information has been 
used to increase the effectiveness of classrooom teachers in producing gains 
in student learning as measured by standardized achievement tests* 

Research in the process-product domain seems to focus on either 
dyadic teacher-student interactions (Brophy and Good 1974; Good 1931; 
Silberman 1969; Cooper, Hinkel, and Good 1980) or on the impact of teacher 
behavior, classroom conditions, and instructional procedures on the 
collective behavior-performance of groups of students, such as classroom 
units (Greenwood, Delquadri, and Hall 1984; Stalling9 1977; Gersten, Carnine, 
and White 1984; Anderson-Inman, Walker, and Purcell 1984)* Much research 



ERLC 



10 



remains to be conducted on the definition, specification, and measurement of 
classroom process variables such as teacher attitudes, expectations, and 
perceptions; classroom atmosphere and social climate; and teaching style. 
Although these variables are positively correlated at varying levels of 
strength with academic achievement and measures of behavioral adjustment, the 
manner in which such high inference variables operate to actually influence 
learner outcomes is not well understood. Luce and Uoge (1978) argued that we 
cannot expect to make precise predictions from teacher expectations to 
student achievement until we have a more complete understanding of the 
mechanisms underlying this phenomenon. Brophy (1979) suggested that much 
pore work should be completed on understanding classroom processes before 
attempts are made to experimentally manipulate teacher effectiveness 
variables. Finally, Centra and Potter (1930) note that research on the 
relationship between teacher characteristics ^and actual teacher behavior and 
the influence on that relationship on teacher-student interactions is a 
promising and needed area of inquiry. 



process-product domain. These are (a) teachers" specific standards and 
expectations for child social behavior in the classroom as measured by a 
self -report Inventory, (b) teachers" repertoires of instructional and 
management behavior as determined by direct observations, and (c) child 



achievement. 

It is the author's contention that the standards and expectations 
teachers hold for children's social behavior are powerful determinants of 
classroom ecology and, ultimately, of the way in which teachers interact with 
and respond to children in their classes. As used in this context, teacher 
social behavior standards and expectations refer to (a) the relative 
importance or demand level that teachers place upon different classes of 



The focus of this concept paper is on three variables, in this general 




outcomes in the areas of social behavior, academic engagement, and academic 




appropriate child behavior (e.g. complying with teacher requests, cooperating 
with peers, making assistance needs known, following established classroom 
rules) and (b) 1 the degree of teacher acceptance of maladaptive forms of child 
behavior in the classroom (such as disturbing others, refusing to share, 
stealing, or defying the teacher). There have been very few efforts reported 
that directly measure this variable and to relate it to teacher behavior and 
schooling outcomes. When a teacher's behavioral standards and expectations 
are ecologically incongruent (Copeland 1978) with the behavioral capabilities 
or inclinations of groups of students (or individual students), teacher-child 
conflict and impaired schooling effectiveness in both social adjustment and 
academic domains $re possible. Kornblau and Keogh (198U) suggest that 
teachers develop standards or criteria of pupil teachability and measure 
individual children. against a behavioral-attribute profile of the ideal 
student. If this process does occur (and the author believes that it does), 
its developmental. implications are potentially very significant and could 
J . have a powerful impact on such factors as teacher-child interactions, 
academic response opportunities, classroom climate, teacfher management 

strategies, instructional procedures, and, ultimately, academic achievement 

i 

levels • \ 

The author has developed an assessment "methodology based upon social 
validation principles and procedures (Kazdin iy 77; Wolf 1978) for measuring 
the behavioral standards and expectations that teachers hold for child 
behavior in the classroom. Teachers are asked to identify the behavioral 
standards they hold for children in general that may parallel the ideal 
student profile described by Kornblau and Keogh (1980). Child behavior 
attributes that respectively (a) facilitate teacher and peer-related 
adjustments, or (b) impair or actively compete with the same, are assessed 
through social validation procedures, such as teacher ratings of child 

er!c 7 12 REoT « 



^behavior attributes, using Likert scales. It is suggested that this measure ' 
may be an important predictor of teacher behavior and, ultimately , of child 
outcomes in behavioral and academic areas within the classroom setting. In 
addition, t he dimensions measured in this process may partially account for 
. classroom atmosphere, school climate, and the quality of teacher-student 
interactions. 

The remainder of this paper is divided into four sections. Section 1 
is a review of available empirical evidence relating to the behavioral 
expression of teacher expectations, attitudes, and perceptions, and their 
impact on both teachers and children. In section 2, the behavioral ecology 
literature is reviewed and evaluated as a conceptual framework for an 
assessment 01 the classroom setting and the demands it places on students. 
In section 3, the AIMS (Assessments for Integration into Mainstream Settings) 
assessment system is described and reviewed in terms of rationale, 
instruments, and outcomes. Finally, section 4 discusses implications of the 
system for school practices and research. 

This concept paper has three major goals. These are (a) to review < 
and integrate the empirical evidence relating to the behavioral expression of 
teacher expectations, attitudes, and perceptions, (b) to establish behavioral 
ecology as a conceptual frame of reference for carrying out research on 
teacher expectations, and (c) to describe an ecological assessment system 
for the- reliable measurement of teacher standards-expectations for adaptive 
and maladaptive forms of child behavior in school. Teachers" behavioral 
expectations, in the author's view, are an important component of the social 
ecology of classrooms. 

However, to date, school-based environmental assessment techniques 
and efforts have not systematically focused on teacher, behavioral 
expectations in spite of the overwhelming evidence that (a) setting variables 
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have* a major impact on one's behavior and performance, (b) the formation and 
behavioral expression of teacher expectations directly affect teacher-pupil 
interactions, and (c) hi&U teacher expectations are consistently associated 
with effective schooling outcomes. Assessment efforts in this area have - 
consistently suffered from inadequate conceptualizations, lack of specificity 
and problems associated with the use of high inference measures. Hopefully, 
this paper will highlight the importance of teacher expectations in the 
social ecology of classrooms and suggest methods for its precise assessment. 




SECTION ONE 

BEHAVIORAL CORRELATES OF TEACHER EXPECTATIONS, ATTITUDES, AND PERCEPTIONS 

Expectations are defined by Good and Brophy (1978) as predictions 
about\how individuals will behave or perform based on a set of beliefs that 
may or may not be supported by actual facts. Attitudes, in contrast, are 
affective or emotional responses to social stimuli and involve such 
dimensions as like/dislike, positive/negative and accept/reject (Brophy and 
Evertson 1981). Perceptions, as used herein, refer to awareness processes 
involved in acquiring Information, making evaluative judgments, and 
developing attributional inferences (Harvey and Smith 1977; Kornblau and 
Keogh 1980). There is evidence that all three of these constructs have 
validity in accounting for teacher behavior in the classroom. Their specific 
effects on children and learner outcomes are far less well documented and 
understood. Evidence associated with each is reviewed below. 

•j 

Teacher Expectations 

Since the early seventies, perhaps more research has been conducted 
on correlates of teacher expectations than on any other variable relating to 
school and teacher effectiveness. The publication in 1968 of ^Rosenthal and 
Jaeobson's Pygmalion in the Classroom stimulated 4 great deal of, research 
interest in the role of teacher expectations in shaping both teacher behavior 
and child outcomes. However, numerous attempts by other Investigators to 
replicate the effects of the artificially induced, self-fulfilling prophecy 
described by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) were unsuccessful (Brophy and 
Evertson 1981). In addition, Elaahbff and Snow (1971) attacked their study 
on methodological grounds and cast considerable doubt on the credibility of 
the original findings. 

* Currently, there is considerable doubt that artificially induced 
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teacher expectations lead inexorably to a self-fulfilling prophecy of failure 
as described by Rosenthal and Jacobson (19bti). However, the concept of 
self-generated or naturally occurring teacher expectations for student 
achievement grew out of the controversy surrounding publication of Pygmalion 
in the Classroom and stimulated a powerful program of descriptive and 
correlational research. Brophy and Good (1970, 1974) were the principal 
developers of the conceptual model and the methodology used to investigate 
this phenomenon. 

The knowledge base regarding empirical support for the role of 
teacher expectations in both school and teacher effectiveness research is 
briefly reviewed below. Tppics addressed are (a) teacher expectations as a 
correlate of effective schools, (b) the formation and behavioral 
communication of differential teacher expectations, (c) replications of the 
findings on differential teacher expectations, (d) the process model used to 
explain the effects of differential expectations, and (e) the current status 
of research 6n teacher expectations. 

Teacher Expectations as £ Correlate of Effective Schools. High 
teacher expectations for academic achievement have been consistently 
identified as a correlate of effective schools in studies reported since thjb 
early seventies. Studies by Weber (1971); Brookover et al. (1979); Edmonds 
(1979); Rutter, Maughari, Mortimore, Ouston, and Smith (1979); Coleman (1981); 
Wynne (1980); and Howey \(198(J) all reported high teacher expectations to be a 
distinguishing characteristic of effective schools. Perhaps because of the 
ethnographic nature of studies of this type, the presence of high teacher 
expectations was inferred rather than directly assessed (Purkey and Smith 
1983). For example, Good (1981) used the Rutter et al. study to argue that 
appropriately high expectations stimulate teaching effort and student 
performance. However, he notes from Rutter et al. (1979) that teachers in 
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\ secondary schools in which students were achieving at higher levels and 
'behaving more appropriately in the classroom "exhibited more behavior which 
communicated positive expectations for student performance than was the case 
] for teachers in low achieving schools with comparable student populations 11 
Hp. 419). This arbitrary inference about the results of observer impressions 
would likely have low levels of interobserver agreement. It may be that high 
expectations in these studies are simply inferred by investigators and merely 
represent natural teacher responses to teaching high achieving students in 
such schools (Doyle 1977; Copeland 1978; Fiedler 1975) . In any case, it 
would seem important* to quantify direct and reliable measures of expectations 
at the school and teacher level. The definition and scaling of such measures 
present an interesting challenge to researchers working in this area. If 
available, however, they would make it possible to distinguish teachers with 
high and low performance expectations and to compare schools on this 
dimension. 

The Formation and Communication of Differential Teacher Expectations. 
In 1970, Brophy and Good published a now classic study in which regular 
classroom teachers werfc asked to rank pupils in their classes along a high 
inference dimension of academic expectation. Boy and girl pairs from the 
high and low ranked segments of these continue were systematically observed 
. over time; using a complex, dyadic code that focused on teacher verbal 
behavior and teacher-student interaction. 

The results indicated that the behavioral characteristics and 
academic performance of the students subjected to high and low expectations 
were markedly different. Essentially, the children for whom ;eachers held 
high expectations were well socialized to the ideal student role. The 
children tor whom teachers held low expectations were not. Further, 
disadvantaged and low SES students were disproportionately represented in the 
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low and high groups. 

Of greater interest, however, were the different teacher responses to 
the students for whom they held low and high expectations. Teachers 
systematically behaved in ways that maximized the achievement of students for 
whom they held high expectations and minimized the achievement of the 
students for whom they held low expectations. Research conducted over the 
past decade has identified numerous behavioral correlates (via direct 
observations) that distinguish teachers' treatment of these two groups of 

students (See Good 1981; Brophy and Good 1974; Brophy and Evertson 1981). 

» 

borne of -the more representative behavioral correlates are teacher praise 
rates, use of criticism, academic response opportunities, amount of feedback, 
and second chances provided for correcting errors. When the effect of 
differential teacher expectations for students is present, students 
experiencing high expectations are clearly favored, as a rule, on all these 
variables. 

These results would appear to reflect the operation of systematic and 
selective bias on the part of teachers participating in studies of 
expectation effects. Brophy and Good argue that these differential 
expectations are self-generated and naturally formed through such sources as 
(a) observation and evaluation of students' performance over time, (b) test 
data, and (c) anecdotal records. Doyle (1977, 1979) suggests that the 
communication of differential teacher expectations does not represent bias 
- but is instead a - natural, adaptive response to the ecology of classroom 
conditions that include groups of students who have markedly different 
abilities and who vary tremendously in their teachability (Kornblau and Keogh 
1980). The precise explanation of the form teacher expectations can take is 
perhaps of much less importance than the fact that they do exist and do 
affect teacher and child interaction. 
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Replications of The Findings On Differential Teacher Expectations * 
Although there have been numerous replications of the effects of differential 
teacher expectations by Brophy and Good as well as other investigators , there 
have also been, with some teachers, a number of -failures to replicate these 
findings. In the early stages of this research, it was assumed that all or 
most teachers formed these differential expectations and expressed them* 
However, by 1974, Brophy and Good noted that there were strong individual 
differences among teachers In whether or not expectation effects appeared and 
in the nature of such effects when' they were detected. Accordingly, they 
have classified teachers into three broad types on this variable: (1) 
reactive, (2) proactive, and (3) overreactive. The expectations of reactive 
teachers are shaped by students, not vice versa. Proactive teachers remain 

aware of their expectations and keep them flexible so that they change as 

# 

students change. Overreactive teachers are like those characterized in the 
early expectation studies: they have strong and relatively rigid 
expectations that are less likely to change as students change* The 
differential expectations of overreactive teachers are most likely to have an 
impact on student work* Although interesting, this classification into three 
types does not facilitate discrimination between those teachers with high 
versus those with low expectations of students in academic and behavioral 
domains* 

The Process Model Used to Explain the Effects of Differential 

Expectations* The model developed by Brophy and Good to explain the effects 

4 of teacher expectations and to guide their research has five basic steps* The 

model is as follows: 

(1) The teacher expects specific behavior and performance from 
particular students in his or her class* 

CD Because of these expectations, the teacher behaves differentially 
toward students* 




(3) Through this process, students learn what is expected of them and 
are affected in terras of their self -concepts, motivation, and 
levels of aspiration/ 

o 

(4) If this treatment is consistent over time and students do not 
resist or change it in any way, it will shape their achievement 
and behavior. Students who experience high expectations will be 
led to achieve at high levels and those experiencing low 
expectations will decline in performance. 

(5) Over time, students' achievement and behavior will conform more 
and more closely to the patterns or profiles originally expected 
of them. 



> This is a conceptually elegant model in terms of its face validity 

and logical appeal. However, as a process model for explaining the operation 
of differential teacher expectations, it remains theoretical and, as yet, 
empirically untested. In a review of the research on teacher expectations, 
Good (ly&l) makes the following observations about the status of research in 

0 

this area: -(a) the great majority of research has focused on step 2 of the 

model (i,e,, do teachers treat students for whom they. have high and low 

expectations differently?); (b) very little research has focused on step 5, 

(the effects of teacher expectations and behavior on students' achievement); , 

(c) most of the research on teacher expectations has examined direct effects- 

of differential teacher behavior rather than such indirect effects as student 

perceptions or inferences of teacher behavior; and (d) little research has 

addressed the question of how students can alter or control teacher - 

expectations. Establishing the validity of this process model would require 

careful process studies involving sophisticated observation procedures 

conducted over time, the use of interview procedures, and regularly scheduled 

performance measures of groups of teachers and students showing powerful 

versus no differential expectancy effects. Most studies have addressed only 

a few elements of the Brophy and Good (1970) model at a time and thus have 
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not documented the process as a whole* 

Garner and Blng (1973) proposed a process model, consisting of four 
elements, that Is very similar to Brophy and Good's model. This model 

f 4 

postulates that, under some circumstances, teacher expectations (A) lead to 
differential teacher behaviors (B). These differential teacher behaviors 
will occasionally produce distinctive -or differential pupil behaviors (C), 

which may In turn lead to differential levels of achievement (D). Luce and 

t 

Hoge (1978) reported one of the few studies that has addressed all the 
elements of a process model (specifically the Garner and Bing formulation) 
explaining the effects of differential expectations* Specifically, they were 
Interested in whether the expectation-achievement effect is mediated by 
teacher and pupil behavior. They examined this relationship using a sample 
of 104 pupils from five classrooms and collected the following data: (1) 
direct observations of teacher-pupil interactions, (2) direct observations of 
pupil attentiveness or engaged academic time, (3) teacher rankings, (4) an 
I.Qe test, and (5) a math achievement test. In this author*^ view, the 
authors made a serious omission by not interviewing participating teachers 
and pupils after the study was concluded* ■ 0 
The results of the Luce and Hoge study did not support the conclusion 
that teacher expectations were a major determinant of pupil achievement. 
However, significant relationships were found between teacher rankings and 
some behavior categories, between teacher rankings and achievement, and 
between some -behavior categories and achievement. The authors concluded that 
the results of their study neither supported nor rejected Garner and Bing's 
process model. 

In examining the available research evidence, it is apparent that 
investigators have established significant relationships and linkages among 

♦ 

each of the elements of both the Brophy and Good and the Garner and Bing 
O lb 
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process models but via isolated studies that are essentially cross-sectional 
in nature. Longitudinal studies spanning at least one academic year would 
probably be required to document these process effects. In this author's 
view, the absence of information and empirical data on. this question creates 
a major gap. in the knowledge base regarding teacher expectations. Such 
information and data would make it possible to detect and even prevent the 

r 

development of negative expectation effects in both preservice and inservice 
teachers. % - 

Current Status of Research o n Teacher Expectations. It is apparent 
that substantial research remains to be conducted on the specific effects of 
high and low teacher expectations on children's school performance and 
adjustment. Probable complex interactions between the intensity and duration 
of exposure to expectations and their correlates in both teacher and child 
behavior are not well understood. This would appear to be a proper domain 
for study by classroom ecologists (Doyle 1979; Copeland 1978; Gump 1977; 
— Kounin and Doyle 1973; Schoggen 1978). However, these investigators have 
rejected the molecular approach to classroom methodology (i.e., reliance upon 

< 

direct observations of categories of teacher and child behavior) used by 
researchers in the teacher expectations domain. Their favoring of global 
constructs assessed through narrative specimen records (Barker and Wright 
1955; Wright 1967) or behavior setting surveys (Barker and Schoggen 1973) may 
not permit th? detection and replication of relationships of this nature. 
This is a topic urgently in need of study and analysis with the most 
sophisticated and sensitive methodological tools available. 

In reviews pf the teacher expectations research, both Brophy (1979) 
and Good (1981) have called for additional process-to-process studies (for 
'example, teacher expectations to teacher behavior to pupil behavior) before 
embarking on massive experimental studies of expectation effects. This 
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author concurs with this recommendation, and suggests that research is also 



needed in this domain on the relationship between teacher expectations and 
teiacher behavior directed to the class as a whole. Management of group 
process is a very important teacher skill (Emmer, Evertson, and Anderson 
1980; Emmer and Evertson 1981) and would likely be powerfully influenced by 
the level and type of teacher expectations. In his review, Good (1981) noted 
that to his knowledge no studies have related teachers" expectations toward 
the class as a whole to student classroom behavior and affective or academic 



outcomes. Research of this type would make it possible to address more 
effectively the question of "person-environment" fit (Berkson 1978; 
Landesman-Dwyer, Stein and Sackett 1978; Berkson and Romer 1980; Romer and 
heller 1983; and Apter and Conoley 1984), to lay an empirically based 
foundation for matching students to teachers and vice versa (Thelan 1967) , 
and to select less restrictive placement settings for handicapped pupils that , 
are more appropriate for their special needs and demands (Kornblau and Keogh 
1980; Hersh and Walker 1983; Walker and Rankin 1983; Walker in press). 

Assessing the effects of teacher expectations is an important effort 
and has implications for teacher selection, training, and research. As long 
as expectation effects are measured indirectly through teacher rankings of 
children's status on high inference dimensions such as achievement and 
behavioral adjustment (Brophy and Good 1974; Braphy and Evertson 1981) or are 
inferred from the types of teacher behavior displayed during the process of 
teaching (Rutter et al. 1979), it will be very difficult to (a) compare 
teachers meaningfully on this variable, (b) systematically relate the level 
of teacher expectations (high, medium, or low) to learner outcomes, or (c) 
determine expectation effects at the school level. Further, Good (1981) 
suggests that it is important to examine the expectations new teachers have 
about their ability to influence students' learning. This author would also 
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extend the notion that we need to know more about how expectations maj^ change 
from entry into teaching to maturity in teaching and how these expectations 
may be related to teacher burnout, career change, turnover, and other 
personnel factors that -have been plaguing the profession for years. In the 
absence of direct measures of such expectation effects, it is difficult to 
see how these goals can be achieved. 

Teacher Attitudes 

The strongest evidence for the formation and behavioral expression of 
teacher attitudes toward pupils in school was established in the early work "" 
of Jackson, Silberman and Wolf son (1969) and Silbei^nan (1969) as well as in 
subsequent replications and extensions of their findings (Jenkins 1972; Good 
and Brophy 1972; Brophy and Good 1974; McDonald 1972; Nash 1973; Brooks and 
Wilson 197«; Brophy and Evertson 1981). Like the research on teacher 
expectations, these findings have been established primarily through a 
research model that demonstrates effects of differential teacher attitudes 
and behavior toward various students, 

Jackson, Silberman and Wolfson (19b9) empirically demonstrated that 

teachers hold differential attitudes about the children in their classrooms. 

These attitudes were associated with contrasting patterns of pupil behavior. 

Silberman (1969) showed that differential teacher attitudes and patterns of 

behavior were strongly associated with students" behavioral profiles. For 

example, Silberman asked a sample of third grade teachers to nominate one 

student from their classes' who represented each of four teacher attitude 

groups. These groups were defined as follows: 

Attachment : If you could keep one student for another year for 
the sheer joy of it, whom would you pick? 

Concern: If you could devote all your attention to a child who 
concerns you a great deal, whom would you pick? 

ofc "24 BE Si COP 



Indifference: If a parent were to drop in unannounced for a 
conference, whose child would you be least prepared to talk 
about? 

Rejection: If your class were to be reduced by one child, whom 
would you be relieved to have removed? 

Silberman used observation methodology to examine teacher behavior directed 
toward children nominated in each of • the four nominated groups and to assess 
the nature and quality of teachers 1 ', interactions with them* The contrasting 
behavioral characteristics of students in the, four groups and teacher 
behavior directed toward them are described below* 

Children in the "attachment 11 group were highly socialized to the 
ideal student role and were seen as conforming, as fulfilling the personal 
needs of the teacher (volunteering, answering questions correctly, and so 
- forth) and as being relatively undemanding* These students were praised more 
frequently than other students and were frequently held up to the class as 

» 

behavioral models* 

Students in the "concern" group tended to be low achievers who trlecT~" 

to complete assignments and follow classroom rules but who were generally 

unskilled academically and made extensive demands on the teacher for 

assistance* They required a great deal of supervision, and teachers often 

V 

went out of their way to provide them with assistance* 

Students in the "indifference" group had very low rates of initiating 
to and interacting with the teacher regarding academic matters* These 
students had few other distinguishing behavioral characteristics* 

Students in the "rejection 1 group tended to be demanding, active, 
aggressive, and very difficult to manage effectively in the classroom* These 
students were low achievers, exhibited high levels of misbehavior, and had 
hi&h rates of contact with the teacher—mostly over the issues of control and 
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redirection of their behavior. 

These four student groups represented a behavioral ecology in each 
classroom that produced very different patterns of teacher behavior directed 
toward them. In a subsequent replication and extension of Silberman's (1969) 
findings, Willis and Brophy (1974) argue that teacher attitudes toward 

a 

children in their classes are shaped almost exclusively by children's 
behavior and by the manner in which children respond to the teacher'. The 
three major variables involved in this process seem to be (a) the student's 
general level of school success, (b) the degree to wh^ch the student rewards 
and responds positively to teacher?, and (c) the extent to which the student 
conforms to classroom rules. As a rule, students in the "attachment" group 
are model students, well socialized, and pleasant for teachers to interact 

with. Students categorized under "concern" are compliant, dependent, and 

i 

personally rewarding to teachers. "Indifferent" students are more passive 

• * 

and are not rewarding to teachers, while "rejected" students present very 
difficult control problems and apply powerful pressures to the management and 
instructional skills of teachers. 

« 

Teacher attitudes and behavior toward these four types of students is 
clearly reflective of the students' contrasting behavioral profiles* There 
has been extensive replication of this differentiated teacher response 
pattern over the past decade (See Brophy and Evertson, 19S1). These findings 
suggest the following: (1) -teachers are unusually open to the initiatives of 
"attachment" students, approve of their behavior, trust them, but do not 
usually show overt favoritism toward .them; (2) teachers initiate high rates 
of contact with "concern" students, are very supportive and nurturing of 
their efforts, lower their expectations and demand levels for them, and 
assist" them especially in developing improved skills; (3) "indifference" 
students appear to be seldom noticed by 1 teachers and are responded to = with 
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apathy» and teachers often seem unaware of their presence; and (4) the 
"rejection" students generate strong emotional reactions in teachers, are 
constantly under surveillance, are criticized frequently, and are subjected 
to powerful direct control measures such as warnings, threats, negative 
sanctions, or dismissal from class. 

Although a minority of teachers exhibit differential initial 
expectations for students, a majority form and express differential attitudes 
towards students according to the students' behavioral profiles. Teachers 
seem to have clear preferences for different types of students and student 
behavior (Feshbach 1969), and they do not appear to suffer from guilt or 
remorse in acting upon such preferences (Brophy and Evertson 1981). Further, 
these differential attitudes and this correlated behavior are in evidence 
from the early beginnings of the schooling experience (WilUj and Brophy 
1974)., 

This body of knowledge has important implications for the behavioral 
mix of students in classrooms and represents a complex, ecological 
phenomenon. The evidence for two-way influence in the classroom and the 
impact that students exert on teachers is well established (Fiedler 1975; 
Doyle 1977, 1979; Doyle and Ponder 1975; Feldfan and Prohaska 1979; Klein 
1971). The evidence also suggests that teachers use very different teaching, 
and management techniques (direct versus indirect) with different groups of 
students (Copeland 197a). Brophy (1979) has suggested that context seems to 
be an important emerging variable to consider in research on teacher 
effectiveness. Extremely important topics to consider in the design of 
effective schools would seem to be teacher attitudes, the student types and 
behavior that shape such attitudes and their collective impact on classroom 
atmosphere, school climate, classroom ecology and teacher-learner outcomes. 

This author maintains that teachers also form standards and 
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expectations for children's social behavior in the classroom that are 
relatively independent of the behavior of specific children within given 
classes. The available evidence suggests that teachers vary considerably in 
their respective demand levels associated with these standards/expectations 
(Hdrsh and Walker 19*3; Walker and Rankin 1983; Walker, Reavis, Rhode, and 
Jenson, in press) but show broad consensus and high levels of agreement in 
the types of pupil behavior they view as acceptable and unacceptable. * 
r Evidence also suggests that these standards and expectations are related to 
teacher behavior directed coward the class as a whole. This source of * 
information could be extremely valuable in 'the mainstreaming process and in 
the design of optimal educatidhal environments generally. * 

TeacHer Perception 

It is apparent that students' behavioral adjustment an<4 academic 
achievement in school are influenced by a host of variables including (a) 
family history, (b) socioeconomic status (SES level) $ (c) chilli 
characteristics, skills and abilities, (d) situational or contextual effects, 
ar\d (a) teacher expectations, attitudes, and perceptions. A large number of 
recent research studies on the accuracy of teachers' evaluative judgments of • 
child behavior and performance suggest that teachers perceive pupil 
characteristics accurately (Boldstad 1974; Nelson, IV 71; Greenwood, Walker, 
Todd, and Hops 1979; Brophy and Evertson 19bl; Jenkino 1972; Gresham 1981; 
and Green and Forehand 1980). Teachers appear to be most accurate in their 
perceptions of the child characteristics they have the most information about 
(academic performance and achievement). However, research has shown that 
teachers are also capable of making relatively accurate judgments about 
students' behavioral* adjustment, sociome trie skills, Vattd social competence 
(See Boldstad 19 74; Gresham in press; Cretan and Forehand 198U; and Gresham 
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Teacher perceptions are influenced not only by observable child 
characteristics but also by generalized child attributes that are either 
valued as appropriate to thct school setting and the student role or are 



rejected as incompatible with either. Several researchers have investigated 
the criteria that teachers have used to make evaluative judgments in 
attribution studies* Willis (1972), for example, found that correlates of 
teachers" expectations for high-ranked students included attentiveness, 
self-confidence, the ability to work independently, compliance, school 
readiness, high general ability, and healthy social-emotional development. 
Feshbach (19b9) found that teachers prefer students whose behavior patterns 
were characterized by conformity, passivity, acquiescence, and dependence as 
opposed to such attributes as flexibility, independence, assertiveness, and 
nonconformity. Similarly, a study by Morrison and Mclntyre (1969) suggested 
that teachers preferred students who were orderly, were high achieving, 
presented no discipline problems, and were personally rewarding of and 
dependent upon teachers. 

Rist (1970) was the first ,to suggest that teachers construct 
attrlbutional images of what constitutes an ideal student. He argues further 
that these a priori images influence both teachers" perceptions of individual 
students and teachers" behavior and decisions related to the student. To 
date, there is very little data available to either confirm or deny Rlst's 
assertions, but hey appear to have considerable face validity. 

Analysis of traditional referral practices in relation to 
behaviorally disordered children in school (Walker, Reavis, Rhode, and Jenson 
in press) and of negative teacher reactions to the mains treami^ and 
integration of handicapped children into less restrictive settings (Gresham 
1982; Harsh and Walker 19*3; Keogh and Levitt 1976; Larrives and Cook 1979}. 





and Ringlaben and Price 1981) strongly suggests that teachers often have well 

developed behavioral standards and correspondingly narrow tolerance levels t s 

for behavior outside the limits of such standards* In a recent chapter on 

teacher perceptions and educational decision making, Kornblau and Keogh 

(19tt0) argue that teachers' conceptions .of child "teachability 99 serve as a 

standard against which the attributes of individual children are compared and 

that^these conceptions influence teacher-pupil interactions and- decision 

making. They suggest that each child is measured against an ideal standard 

of teachability and that teachers are likely to value, feel comfortable with, 

and have positive interactions with children who meet these standards of 

teachability-. Conversely, teachers are likely to feel uncertain, 

uncomfortable, and even hostile toward pupils who differ from their view of 

the ideally teachable child. In support of this conceptualization, Kornblau • . 

and Keogh (I960) cite a study by Maddox-McGinty (1972) in which pupils rated ' 

low in teachability by their respective teachers had less social interaction , 

with both teachers and peers than did higher ranked pupils. Additional 

research is obviously needed to establish the validity of Kornblau and 

Keogh's notion that individual pupils are each measured against an ideal 

standard of teachability and, if so, to identify the behavioral correlates 0 f 

* c 

this process. 

Kornblau (1979) developed a scale' for assessing teachers' views of 
ideal pupils using the Likert scale to obtain teacher ratings of attributes 
that make up the ideal or model pupil. The scale consists of 33 descriptors 
that measure three primary dimensions: (a) cognitive-motivational behaviors, 
(b) school-appropriate behaviors, and (c) personal-social behaviors. 
Although data are not available on the psychometric properties, reliability, 
and validity of the scale, the authors (Kornblau and Keogh 1980) reported the 
data of & descriptive study using Kornblau" s scale with a sample of preschool 
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through sixth gtade teachers. The two major findings from this study are 
that (1) some attributes were highly valued by' teachers across the full 
age-grade range sampled, while others were anchored to specific age-grade 
groups, and (2) as a rule, teachers in learning handicapped programs assigned 
the same values to pupil attributes as teachers in regular classes*. The 
following descriptors showed no significant differences across the seven 
grade levels sampled in the study: happy, cheerful, confident, emotionally 
stable, liked by peers, well accepted, imaginative, understanding of others' 
feelings, able to use materials in an original manner, inquisitive, and 
questioning.* This instrument has potential value in assessing atmosphere and 
climate in the classroom and provides a vehicle for taking into account how 
closely individual children approximate or diverge from normative 
expectations of regular classroom teachers (Kornblau and Keogh 1980). 

An important dimension of teacher perception that is closely related 
to the criteria or standards that teachers use in making judgements about 
pupils are the attributional processes (Weiner 1977; Cooper and Lowe 1977; 
and Medway 1979) that teachers use to account for why children behave as they 
do (causal attributions). In this domain, Brophy and Rohrkemper (1980) found 
differences related both to the type of learning problems and behavior 
problems children exhibit and to the teachers' attributions concerning the 
causes of the problems. Problem ownership was divided between teachers and 
pupils. That is, challenges to the teacher's authority and control were 
considered teacher-owned problems, while peer social acceptance problems were 
viewed as student-owned. Further, teachers felt that students misbehaved 
deliberately and were capable of controlling their inappropriate behavior in 
relation to teacher-owned problems. In contrast, student-owned problems were 
viewed as not being under the child's control. 

Teacher responses to teacher-owned problems that challenged their 
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control and authority were primarily negative and involved criticism, . 
punishment, and negative sanctions. Teacher responses to student-owned 
problems involved concern, sympathy, encouragement, and counselling. Studies 
by Clarizio and McCoy <1976) and Kedar-Voivodas and Tannenbaum (1979) 
. \ indicate that teachers react more strongly to teacher-owned problems, such as 
defiance or aggression, than to student-owned problems involving social 
withdrawal and low achievement (Brophy and Evertson 1981). Research by this 
author indicates that both regular and special education teachers assign much 
higher social validation ratings (Kazdin 1977, Wolf 1978) to child behavior 
that defines teacher-child adjustment status as opposed to peer-to-peer 
adjustment status (Hersh and Walker 1983; Walker and Rankin 1983). 

When children enter the school setting, they are required to make two 
major social-behavioral adjustments. That is, they must meet the teacher's 
minimal behavioral and academic expectations and must also develop 
satisfactory interpersonal relationships with peers (Walker, McConnell, and 
Clarke in press) ♦ Children's ability to make these adjustments is heavily 
dependent upon their skills and social perceptiveness and is powerfully 
mediated by the teacher's perceptions of their behavioral attributes and the 
causes for them* There are numerous instances, especially in the context of 

ma ins t reaming, of children being placed in classrooms in which they cannot 

... ♦ . 

possibly meet the teacher's minimal behavioral standards. When this occurs, 
the consequences for the child are likely to be very severe and may lead to 
serious impairment of school adjustment and achievement* 

In this author's view, teachers' standards and expectations for 

it 

social behavior powerfully influence their perceptions of child attributes 
and their ability to tolerate and/or work effectively with specific children. 
It is possible that such standards and expectations also influence school 
climate, classroom atmosphere, and behavioral ecology. They may partially 
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predict teacher behavior toward the class as a whole and, ultimately, child 
outcomes. 

Teachers' expectations are an extremely important part of the 
educational process, one that is not well accommodated in the desigiTlmd 
operation of classroom environments. This is particularly true of the 
practices surrounding the mains t reaming of handicapped children Into less 
restrictive settings. When integrating such children into less restrictive 
settings, it is essential that the receiving environment be assessed and a 
determination made as to the degree to which tha handicapped child can meet 
the existing minimal behavioral requirements. On a larger scale, a similar 
procedure could be used in the optimal design of effective schools and 
classrooms and could make important contributions to identifying the proper 
mix of teacher and child characteristics that would facilitate a positive 
classroom ecology. 

The evidence reviewed above on teacher expectations, attitudes, and 
perceptions provides convincing evidence regarding their influence on teacher 
behavior and, to a lesser extent, on child behavior and performance. 
Research in this general area appears fruitful and cost effective and had ~ 
helped develop a better understanding of how schools function as social 
systems. It is surprising that ecological researchers have not played a more 
prominent role in the development of this knowledge base, since the context 
for these efforts appears to be definedj by the basic principles and findings 
of behavioral ecology (Doyle 1977; Barker and Gump 1964; Barker and Schoggen 
1973). In section 2 below, classroom ecology is reviewed as a conceptual 
framework for an assessment methodology that provides for the study and 
analysis of the social behavior standards and expectations of classroom 
teachers and their behavioral correlates. 

28 




9 

ERLC 



SECTION TWO 
BEHAVIORAL ECOLOGY AS A FRAME 0? REFERENCE 
FOR ASSESSMENT OF 
THE BEHAVIORAL DEMANDS OF CLASSROOM SETTINGS 

The generic term ecology (Sells 1966) is defined as the scientific 
study of organism-environment interaction(s), and, in this sense, Is a branch 

of the biological sciences. The term human ecology emerged as a sociological 

\ 

concept and was adapted by Barker and his associates (Barker and Schoggen 
1973; Gump 1977; Barker 1968) for use in the study of behavior settings and 
their impact on persons within them (Rogers-Warren and Wedel 1980), Human 
ecology consists of physical and behavioral components. Physical ecology 
refers to the physical components of environments, that mediate, constrain, 
and affect human behayior. In classrooms, these components would include 
such things as the room temperature, the room size, physical elements in the 
setting (such as tables and chairs), and the number of persons present. 
Behavioral ecology includes the study of the influence of interpersonal 
variables (social support networks, teacher-student interactions, friendship 
patterns) and environmental arrangements (seating charts, classroom 
organization) upon behavior. This discussion focuses on behavioral ecology— 
Though most ecological variables (when investigated in the context of school 
effects studies) have shown low or inconsistent relationships with student 
outcomes (Anderson 1982), they continue to form an important frame of 
reference fo. Research on the schooling process. 

It should be noted that while there Is broad agreement that the 
science of human ecology refers to the study of the impact of environment 
upon human behavior and the process of adaptation (Price 1965; Sells 1963), 
investigators vary greatly in their description, classification, and analysis 
of environmental variables as well as in the manner they represent ecological 
effects within indices of human functioning (See Moos and Insel 1974; Endler 
anti/Magnuasen 1976), For example, Koffka (1935) originally distinguished 
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between the "geographical" and "behavioral" environment. Pervin (1968) 
refers to the non-interpersonal versus interpersonal environment. Finally, 
Chein (1954) describes geo versus ego -behavioral environments* Each of these 
bipolar categorizations share common elements with the others and refer, 
essentially , to the impact of non-social versus social variables oil human 

behavior and functioning. 

/ 



Ecologists also distinguish between the objective, measurable 



/ 



environment in terms of its physical reality and its perpeived reality (Stem 
1964; Pervin 1968) . Physical reality refers to the objectively determined, 
observable influence of environmental variables on behavior that can be 
empirically documented. Perceived reality refers to the individual's 
reactions (attitudes, perceptions, expectancies) to environmental events, 
which are more difficult to empirically document with reliability. The focus 
of the present discussion will be on the domain of behavioral ecology as it 
is expressed in terms of both physical and perceived reality. 

Characteristically, ecologists have focussed almost exclusively on 
the description and explanation of behavior and on the environmental forces 
that explain and account for it, but have expressed correspondingly little 
interest in the use of such information to alter or structure environments to 
facilitate more adaptive functioning (Rogers-Warren and Warren 1977). 
Behavioral ecology offers a theoretical and methodological framework for 
analyzing social and physical environments and for generating knowledge that 
can have a profound impact on the. design and alteration of educational 
environments as well as the selection of appropriate placement settings. The 
prescriptive or programmatic use of ecologically derived findings will also 
be a focus of this discussion. 

Behavioral ecology refers to the environmental impact on behavior and 
the interaction of individual and environmental characteristics. More 
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specifically, it is concerned with (1) the degree of congruence between the 
individual's needs, capabilities, and aspirations and the environment's 
demands, resources, and response opportunities; (2) the manner in which 
different environmental conditions and arrangements force accommodations in 
the behavior of individuals within theja; and (3) the reciprocal nature of 
individual-environmental interactions and influence processes. Behavioral 
ecology provides a framework for (a) the analysis of the individual's 
adaptation to the environment and (b) an assessment of the impact of 
environmental forces upon the individual. 

Swap, Prieto, and Harth (1982) have suggested three reasons for why 
the ecological model is relevant to the study of schools and classrooms and 
for how it has improved our understanding ojf the behavioral processes 
operating in educational! environments. Fitfst, the ecological model 
highlights the importance of studying natural settings and developing formats 
for conducting scientific observations within them. Second, it has provided 
a structure and a technology for measuring the effects of environmental 
variables on behavior. Finally, it has facilitated attempts jit using such _ 
information. to analyze educational environments and design them more 
effectively. To date, the contributions of behavioral ecology in these areas 
have been more conceptual than methodological . Nevertheless, this kind of 
paradigm and the structure it provides are important for developing 
approaches \to the assessment of settings and environments and their effects 
upon individuals exposed to them* 

I Moos (1974) has provided an important organizing framework for the 
ecological classification of environments in terms of specific attributes and 
their effects on the behavior and performance of individuals within them. 
According to this schema, environments may be conceptualized and classified 
in tefms of six levels or types: (1) ecological attributes, which include 
geographical and meteorological variables as well as architectural and 
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physical design variables; (2) behavior settings which have both ecological 
and behavioral properties and are concerned with naturally occurring 
phenomena; (3) organizational structure as defined by size, levels, staffing 
ratios, line and staff hierarchies and so forth; (4) variables encompassing 
the collective, personal, and behavioral characteristics of the setting's 
inhabitants; (5) psychosocial characteristics and organizational climate; and 
(6) functional analysis of reinforcement contingencies within specific 
environments and settings. Moos \admits that these categories interrelate and 

" l\ : 

. overlap; however, each has been ^hown to have important effects ou individual 
and/or group behavior. Of ' particular relevance to the study of school 

! / 

environments is the body of knowledge related to a) the behavior setting} b) 
the psychosocial characteristic's and organizational climate of same, and c) 
environment-specific. reinforcement contingencies. From an ecological 

perspective, the conceptual and theoretical work in these three domains could 

/ . • 

enrich existing knowledge of the schooling process by providing additional 
explanatory constructs for the interpretation of available findings. In 
addition, adoption of an ecological focus ccmld generate important new 
directions for future research on the schooling process. 

The ecological model concentrates on molar variables as explanatory 
constructs and uses molecular analysis to flesh out details of 
behavior-environment interactions (Barker and Schoggen 1973). As noted 
earlier, this may partially account for why ecological variables 
characteristically show weak and inconsistent relationships with student 
outcome variables in the input-output studies of school effects conducted so 
far (Anderson 1982). Wolf (1965) has criticized the global variables 
relating to social status and economic well being (such as parents 4 ' 
occupation, family structure, educational level, family si 2e» and ratio of 
crowding in the home) that are commonly used in many outcome studies of 
schooling effects. They suggest these variables are too general and 
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non-specific to account for much variance in the intellectual performance of 
' children. In empirically based studies , these authors have demonstrated that 
much stronger relationships can be obtained between environmental and 
individual performance variables through the use of specific and relevant 
measures of environmental variables that directly influence 
intellectual/academic performance. Their convincing demonstrations of the 
value of more specific measurement procedures appear to have broad 
applicability to the field of ecology in general and to behavioral ecology in 
particular. 

The field of behavioral ecology offers a number of constructs and 
principles that are germane to the study of school-based, contextual 
variables and their influence on teacher and child behavior. These include 
(1) the concept of the behavior setting and its influence on the behavior of 
individuals within that setting; (2) the interdependence of behavior, 
persons, and environments; (3) the concept of /behavioral demands across 
different settings and environs; (4) the person-environment fit or match; (5) 
the dimension of discordance, or lack of congruence, as an explanation for _ 
adjustment failure, deviance, or inadequate performance within specific 
settings; (6) the assessment of environments; and (7) the process of 
adaptation. Each is discussed briefly below. 

"V » 

s 

Behavior Settings 

A behavior setting consists of three elements: (a) a physical milieu, 
(b) a program of activities and inhabitants, and (c) a location in time and 
space (Barker 1968; Gump 1971, 1977). The behavior setting serves as a major 
unit of analysis in ecological studies of environmental influences on , 
performance. Ecologists examine the effects that settings exert in mediating 
and constraining behavior. Ecologists argue that human behavior is 
controlled by the nature of the setting and the program of activities that 
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occur within it. 

Behavior settings are classified by ecologists in terms of their size 
and other salient characteristics. A major focus of setting-based research 
is on the role of extraindividual factors in accounting {or behavioral 
differences . For example, ecological studies have been conducted on large 
and small toUis (Barker and Schoggen 1973), large and smalX churches (Wicker . 
1969), and ikrge and small schools (Barker and Gump 1964). Such . studies seek 

to establish I the interdependence of the individual-environment relationship 

i 
I 

by demonstrating that the behavior of individuals varies predictably from 
setting to setting and that different individuals within the same setting 
display similar behavior (Holman 1977). 

There) continues to be a lively debate in psychology about which 
accounts for jthe greater variance in human behavior — person-specific traits 
or settings ^nd situations (Mischel 1968, 1969, 1976; Allport 1976). This 
debate is by no means resolved, but it is widely acknowledged that 
setting-speqif ic variables do exert a very powerful influence on human 
behavior (Moos 1974; Moos and Insel 1974; Endler'and Magnussen 1976). _ 
Nevertheless, the conceptualization and development of taxonomies of 
individual attributes has. far outstripped similar efforts to classify 
situations and settings. These efforts have been further hampered by the 
traditional absence of reliable, specific measures of settings and 
environmental variables • 

Behavior settings can range in size from small grbups or units tc 
extremely large and complex organizational or community structures. The 
notion of the behavior setting is particularly valuable in the study of 
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individual variability over time* .The stimulus conditions, social agents, 
contingencies, physical arrangements, and adult behavioral expectations that 
exist in specific settings can play a powerful role in accounting for such 
variability (Mischel 1968, 1969; Alker 1972; Bern 1972). 

The Interdependence of Behavior, Persons, and Environments 

Gump (1977) suggests that} there are three types of interdependence in 
the molar units of behaviors, persons, and environments. These are (1) 
behavior to behavior, (2) person to environment, and (3) environment to 
environment. Changes in one of these elements will inevitably affect other 
system elements and alter them in some fashion. For example, if a behavior 
change program were developed to reduce or accelerate certain classes of 
student behavior, correlated changes of an unplanned and unanticipated nature 
would also be produced. Ecologists argue that such changes may be 
deleterious and should be monitored carefully. 

Willems (1974) has argued forcefully that behavior analysts and other 
users of behavioral technology have implemented behavior change procedures in 
an unplanned and indiscriminate fashion with little regard for the possible 
undesirable side effects that these efforts may produce. He suggests that 
such procedures are quite intrusive and not always beneficial when the 
individual's total ecology is taken into account. He argues persuasively for 
the adoption of an ecological perspective in the behavior change process in 
order to assess the presence of unplanned correlates of powerful intervention 
procedures. Willems (1974) further suggests that such developments are 
inevitable given the interdependence of behavior, person, and environment and 
are not - .Uy measured by the narrowly defined observation code categories 
commonly used by behavior analysts. 

In a program of research designed to investigate the relative 
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contributions of settings and individuals to the interdependence of person, 
behavior, and setting in social interaction processes, Raush and his 
associates (Raush, Dittman, and Taylor 1959) concluded that (a) persons 
dirfer from one another across a variety of situations, and (b) situations 
evoke characteristic patterns of social action across a variety of persons. 
However, the interactive effects between the individual and the behavior 
setting or situation contributed far more information about behavior than did 
the sum of the individual components. This generalization enjoys a broad 
consensus among ecological. psychologists and has strong empirical support. 

The focus on teacher-student interactions (and the reciprocal 
influence processes embodied therein) by such investigator* as Brophy, Good, 
and Evertson has illustrated the value of incorporating such interdependence 
into paradigms for research on teaching. Their more recent work involving* 
attribution and the role of classroom activity settings and contexts (Brophy 
and Evertson i£l; Brophy 1979) in the teaching-learning process has greatly 
increased the power. of their methodology and the value of their findings. 

Behavioral Demands 

The ecological concept of behavioral demands presented or represented 
by the social environment is very useful in the study of school settings. 
Doyle (1977) aud Copeland (19 78) argue persuasively that patterns of social 
influence in the classroom are two-way in nature and that teachers are 
influenced as much by students as students are influenced by teachers. It is 
suggested that teacher behavior may be as much affected by student behavior 
as it is the cause of student behavior. Copeland (1978) presents evidence 
that teachability levels and behavioral characteristics of groups of pupils 
have a profound effect upon the teaching reportoires (style, management 
practices, control techniques) of beginning teachers. 
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In this relationship, teachers are presented with a powerful set of 
demands simply by having to manage and instruct x number of students 
possessing characteristics within an inflexible time frame. The nature and 
complexity of these demands is largely determined by the behavioral 
characteristics and teachability levels of students who comprise the 
classroom unit. Kounin and his associates have studied the group process 
variables that are consistently associated with high levels of work 
involvement and effective classroom management (See Kounin 1970; Kounin and 
Doyle 1975; and Kounin and Gump 1974). Effective group management is 
consistently associated with the following variables: (a) with-it-ness, (b) 
overlapping, (c) smoothness and momentum, (d) group alerting, (e) 
accountability, (f) valence and challenge arousal, and (g) seatwork variety 
and challenge. Teachers who are skilled in the techniques of group process, 
management, and instruction are able to negotiate more successfully the 
complex demands represented by heterogeneous groups of students who vary in 
general teachability. The. findings of Kounin and his associates have 
consistently- withstood the .test of replication by independent investigators 
(Brophy and Putnam 1979; Evertson arid Anderson 1979)* 

The teacher may be the single most important ecological variable in 
the classroom since she' or he is largely responsible for controlling and 
mediating all aspects of the classroom environment. In this context, 
teachers place a variety of very intense behavioral and performance demands 
on both individual students and the class as a whole. Students have varying 
degrees of behavioral inclinations to accept and conform to these demands. 
The processes governing the negotiation of these often conflicting sets of 
demands and inclinations define, to a large extent, the nature of classroom, 
ecology. 
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The Person-Environment Fit o r Match 

One of the more powerful contributions of behavioral ecology to the 
study of classroom settings is the notion of person-environment fit or match. 
That is, the individual's level of adaptation to a given setting is a 
function of the match between the characteristics of the person and the 

environment. The ecological term for this phenomenon is synomorphy. 

0 

The concept of person-environment fit assumes there are environments 



person-environment fits. 

Two parallel movements in the past decade have provided excellent but 
largely unrealized opportunities to study person-environment fit and to 
develop methodologies for facilitating them. These are (a) the ma inst reaming 
and social integration of handicapped pupils into less restrictive classrooms 
in public schools and (b) the deinstitutional movement with its corresponding 
placement of developmentally disabled (DD) individuals into community 
settings (including group homes, sheltered and/or competitive^ec 
settings, and so forth), A_4ecade of research on the effects of these social 
movements dramatically illustrates the behavioral consequences of inadequate 
person-environment matches (Gresham 1981, 1982; Landesraan-Dwyer 1981; Wilier 
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(interpersonal and noninterpersonal) that more or less match the 

~ / ' / 

characteristics of each individual's behavioral profile, attitudes, heeds, 
and personality (Pervin 1968). ,A "match" or "best fit" (Jahoda 1961) of the 
individual to the environment is indicated by high performance, satisfaction, 
and minimal stress levels. A "mismatch" or "lack of fit" results in 
decreased performance, dissatisfaction, and high stress levels, Intagliata 7 
(1983) notes that while the notion of best fit or match is conceptually 
appealing and logically consistent, there are few empirical studies that have 
documented the correlates of either satisfactory or unsatisfactory 



/ 





and Intagliata 1981; Berkson and Roraer 1980). Results of these studies 
indicate that ma Inst reaming and community placement of handicapped and 
developmentally disabled persons are often associated with such negative 
outcomes as peer rejection, lack of social contact and involvement! 
deprdssion, emotional trauma, and increased mortality. 

A major cause of these negative outcomes is the handicapped or 
disabled individual's inability to cope effectively with the demands and 
pressures that exist in such unfamiliar and complex settings. Followup 
studies of community-placed DD persons consistently indicate that knowledge 
of the conditions of postinstitutlonal community settings is a far more 



powerful predictor of successful adjustment than is knowledge of the 
individual's personal characteristics or behavioral response to the 
institutional environment prior toXplacement (Landesman-Dwyer 1981). Studies 
of conditions in the less restrictive classroom settings into which 
handicapped children are placed would un all likelihood yield similar 
findings. The literature in these two areas is replete with examples of 
failures to properly match handicapped ana\ disabled individuals with 
supportive environments, to provide the training and support they need to 
access the normalizing benefits of such environments, and to manage the 
transition process effectively. 



person-specific and environment-specific factors. Person-specific factors 
would include skill def icienci^s_^wv-4^ a violation 



of~~social norms, and expectations or behavioral demands that are excessive. 
Environment-specific factors would be represented by inconsistency of adult 
expectations across all settings, by settings that have limited choices, and 
by settings that have unreasonably high or inappropriate behavioral demands. 
In order to facilitate maximal person-environment matches via placement 



A failure to effect a match can be attributable to both 





processes, it would be necessary to attend carefully to three sets of 
variables: (1) the demands, expectations, support structures, and resources 
that exist in the receiving settings; (2) the skill level and coping ability 
of the person to be placed in the setting; and (3) the process used to 
transition the person from one setting to another. In this author's view, 
the failure to attend carefully to these variables contributes substantially 
to the adjustment problems experienced by handicapped and disabled persons 
vis-a-vis the ma ins t reaming and deinstitutionalization movements. 

Discordance 

The notion of discordance or lack of congruence, a central concept in 
behavioral ecology, is defined as the disparity between an individual's 
abilities and the demands or expectations of the environment in which she or 
he is placed (Apter and Conoley 1984). More specifically, ecology focuses 
upon the degree of congruence between an individual's needs, capacities, and 
aspirations and the environment's resources, demands, and response 
opportunities (Coulton 1979; Xntagliata 1983). Points of discordance are the 
discrepancies or sources of conflict between these two sets of variables. 

Lack of congruence, or discordance, is a major explanation for the 
failure of many individuals to adjust satisfactorily to new environments or 
settings* Wicker (1972) has commented at length on processes that mediate 
behavior-environment congruence. He suggests that the environment can be 
most usefully viewed as a network of social roles and norma with attendant 
fixpectations and rules for appropriate behavior. Behavior settings within 
the environment are characterized by the existence of regularly occurring and 
expected behavior patterns. Attempts are made by both adults (teachers, 
supervisors) and peers (classmates, coworkers) to make individuals conform to 
the social norms upon entering such settings. When such socialization 
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efforts fail or an Individual Is so disruptive or incompetent as to exceed 
existing tolerance limits, a characteristic response is to remove the person 
from the setting. Studies have shown that ••^institutionalization" and 
reverse mainstre lining occur most often in the presence of persistent 
maladaptive behavior of an antisocial, aggressive nature (Landesman-Dwyer 
1981; Sutter, Mayeda, Call, Yanagi, and Yee 1980), Thus, the social norms, 
behavioral expectations, and tolerance limits that are associated with 
specific behavior settings can play a powerful role in determining the degree 
of congruence and, ultimately, the adjustment success of individuals who 
enter them* 

Wicker (1972) proposes a social exchange theory to account for the v 
selection of settings an individual will enter based on that person's ability 
and/or desire to perform the existing patterns of behavior regularly expected 
in the setting(s). He suggests that a person is likely to enter settings 
that permit personally enjoyable or valuable behaviors and to avoid those 
settings that do not. Similarly, on the basis of its goals, standards, or 
functions, a setting may select from among its occupants certain persons who 
are to leave and others who are to stay. Wicker (1972) argues that if one 
wished to predict whether a person would remain in a given setting, it would , 
be necessary to obtain approval ratings of the target individual's 
behavior(s) by the setting's occupants and to assess the degree of congruence 
with the expected behavior patterns. 

Often individuals have very limited control over the settings where 
they are placed — especially within school and institutional environments. 
Very often, individuals are placed in relatively nonsupportive environments 
where they either cannot or will not conform to the expected patterns of 
behavior. When this occurs, the mismatch is obvious and may be a precursor 
to serious adjustment problems. This may, In turn, lead to expulsion from 
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the setting—a characteristic response of school systems to many 
behavior-disordered school children. 

The notion of environmental press (Stern l£b4) can also be related to 
congruence and the match between setting expectations and individual j 
behavioral characteristics. The concept of press! includes both conditions 
that represent impediments to fulfilling a need and t ho tie that ark ; likely to 
'facilitate its expression. Stern suggests that these conditions je^tablish 
the climate or atmosphere of a given setting. /, j 

In the classroom setting, environmental press in the behavioral 
domain would be represented by thosi types of child behavior that the teacher 
values and perceives as facilitating school success and by maladaptive 
behaviors the teacher judges as unacceptable and disruptive of classroom 
atmosphere. Recent research by the author (Walker and Rankin 1983; Walker, 

Reavis, Rhode, and Jenson, in press) indicates high levels of agreement 

c I ■ 

across the range of teachers and classrooms regarding the content of expected 

patterns of behavior. Children who could not meet such minimal behavioral 

expectations would likely view the classroom setting as ah aversive 

environment and would be clearly "mismatched 11 iji relation to it. 

jThe Assessment of Environments 

In recent years, there has been a strong movement toward assessment 
of settings as a corollary to the assessment and understanding of 
individuals' behavior (Intagliata 1983). It is broadly agreed that much 
greater understanding of behavior can be achieved through assessment of both 
the individual and the setting(s) that she or he functions in or has been 
exposed to. Recent investigations indicate that environmental variables are 
better predictors of how. individuals will behave than are individual 
, characteristics or traits (La ndesman-Dwyer . 1 98l; Hull and Thompson 1980; and 
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Landesman-Dwyer, Berk son and Romer 1979) # Some investigators have argued 
that, instead of being assessed out of context, persons should be evaluated 
in terms of the settings or environments in which they are expected to 
function as well 48 in .terms of their personal attributes (Landesman-Dwyer 
1981). A number of investigators have argued for an Interactive approach to 
assessment of this type that lays the groundwork for an empirically based 
match between individual and environmental characteristics (Sundberg, Snowden 
and Reynolds 1970) . 

A number of instruments have been developed to measure social climate 
and different aspects of the environment (See Anderson 1982 for a review of 
instruments for assessing social climate)* Other instruments used for 
ecologjical assessment 



purposes are (a) the SOMPA scales of adaptive behavior 



(Mercer and Lewis 1978), (b) Wahler, House, and Stambaugh's (1976) 
"Ecological Assessment! of Child Problem Behavior," (c) PASS (Program Analysis 
of Service Systems) by \Wolf ensberger and Glen (1975), (d) the Residential 
Management Survey by Eyhan, Silverstein, HcLain and Miller (1977), and (e) 
the Family Environment Scale (FES) and the Comunity Oriented Programs 
Environment Scale (COPES) by Moos (1972). A major limitation of these 
instruments is that they no not provide for the assessment of individual and 
environmental variables on similar dimensions* Thus, it is impossible to 
assess an individual's status in terms of the environmental variables being 
measured* 

Swap, Prieto, and Hirth (1982) suggest that the purpose of ecological* 
assessment is to identify the nature and causes of the faulty adaptation 
between the child and the environment* This requires assessing the child, 
the settings the child inhabits, and the interaction between them* It is a 
very complex but essential fo^m of assessment in tt\e schooling process 
generally and especially in relation to pupils who are experiencing learning 
and adjustment problems* Intagliata (1983) has reviewed environmental 
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assessment efforts over the past decade and found them deficient on a number 
of dimensions. He notes, for example, that most available environmental 
assessment instruments are not multi-dimensional in nature and thus are too 
narrow in the dimensions they assess. Further, most such instruments were 
not designed for the task of enhancing person-environment fit and thus do not 
provide for relating environmental characteristics to individual needs. He 
calls for the design and validation of instruments and assessment 
methodologies that can accomplish these goals. 

The author has designed an assessment system of this type which will 
be described in section 3 below. It includes all of the elements described 
by Intagliata (1983) as necessary for enhancing person-environment fit. 

The Process o f Adaptation 

Ecologists view adaptation as the basic process used by individuals 
to accommodate the requirements of environmental settings (Sells 1963). 
Adaptation is a jo^nt function of individual traits/characteristics and the 
environment, so ecologists assume that the adapt ative process can be measured 
in the same way across a range of environments and trails (Berkson 1981). 
Mortality, fertility, academic success, and income level' h^ve all been used 

as measures of adaptation. For handicapped individuals, degree of 

i 

participation in society and engagement in productive work have been, 
identified as appropriate measures of adaptation (Berkson ;.981). In the 
developmental disabilities area, lack of reinstitutionalization has 
historically been a major criterion for measuring adaptation (Landesman-Dwyfcr 
1981). Walker (1983) has identified social development and academic 
achievement as appropriate indices of successful adaptation to the school 
setting. 

Procedures for facilitating adaptation have differed somewhat in the 
areas of developmental disabilities and special education. In the former, 
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two major approaches have been used: (1) skills development and training and 
(2) ecological support, including the creation of new supportive environments 
within community settings and the alteration of existing environments (Romer 
and Heller 1983). Berkson (1981) suggests that environmental alteration is a 
far more promising approach than skills training — a position that is clearly 
open to debate. In the latter area, special education, the mainst reaming 
movement has focussed on placing handicapped children within existing 
educational settings and on pressuring the receiving environment (i.e. 
teachers) to accommodate the unique needs and requirements of the target 
haadicapped child. The available evidence suggests that this strategy has 
very serious shortcomings jand has not been generally effective (Hersh and 
Walker-ia§3| Glass 19b3) .J . ' 

The AIMS assessment system, to be described below/ provides for the 
assessment of school environments using many of the ecological concepts and 
principles described above. It assesses the receiving environment and child 
behavioral status on the same dimensions and generates information that makes 
it possible (a) to select less restrictive placement settings and (b) to 
systematically prepare the target child to meet the minimal behavioral * — 
demands that are expected in these settings. AIMS has the potential to 
significantly maximize person-environment fit and, in the process, to 
facilitate the adaptation of handicapped children to less restrictive 
educational settings. 
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SECTION THREE 
THE AIMS ASSESSMENT SYSTEM 
RATIONALE, INSTRUMENTS, AND OUTCOMES 

Rationale 

Assessments for Integration into Mainstream Settings (AIMS) was 
originally developed for integrating handicapped children into less 
restrictive settings; however, this assessment system appears to have broader 
applications in matching students and placement settings (Walker, in press), 
AIMS assumes that teachers' standards and expectations of child behavior in 
general (a) constitute important determinants of general classroom atmosphere 
and behavioral ecology, (b) are used as criteria for judging the general 
teachability levels and behavioral attributes or profiles of individual 
students, (c) serve as referrents in teacher decisions regarding whether the 
child is appropriately placed in the classroom, and (d) are correlated with 
forms of teacher behavior directed toward the class as a whole. AIMS gives a 
direct measure of the teacher's standards and expectations for child behavior 
in general, provides for an assessment of child behavior in relation to those 
standards or expectations, and, following social integration, assesses the 
target child's teacher-pupil and peer-to-peer social/behavioral adjustments. 
Thus AIMS makes it possible (a) to Identify the behavioral demands that exist 
in less restrictive classroom settings, (b) to assess child behavior in 
relation to those demands, and -(c) to determine the quality and adequacy of 
the, child's behavioral adjustment to teachers and peers following social 
integration. Information produced by the AIMS system makes it possible to 
match children directly to classroom settings in the behavioral domain. The 
AIMS system identifies both adaptive and maladaptive behavioral competencies 
that are viewed by receiving teachers as essential and in which the child can 
be trained so as to enhance both "match" and adaptation. AIMS also 
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identifies both critically important behavioral skills and competences that 
facilitate adjustment and unacceptable maladaptive behaviors that disrupt it. 
Precise identification of these behavioral responses via the AIMS assessment 
system makes it possible to greatly improve both "match" and adaptation. 

Instruments 

The AIMS system consists of four instruments: (1) the SBS (Social 
Behavior Survival) Inventory of Teacher Social Behavior Standards and 
Expectations, (2) the SBS Child Behavior Rating Scale, (3) the Classroom 
Adjustment Code (CAC), and (4) the Social Interaction Code (SIC) (see Walker 
in press). The rirst two instruments rely on teacher ratings that involve, 
respectively, (a) social validation (Kazdin 1977) ratings of adaptive and 
maladaptive descriptions of child behavior and (b) criterion-referenced 
ratings of child behavior status on the SBS Inventory items receiving high 
social validation ratings by receiving teachers. The SBS Inventory uses 
teacher ratings of "adaptive" and "maladaptive" descriptors of child behavior 
as a primary rating referent to generate information on the expected forms of \ 
regularly occurring behavior in the target classroom setting (Wicker 1972). 
Teachers rate adaptive descriptors (such as achieving a satisfactory 
classroom adjustment) along a dimension of Importance and maladaptive 
descriptors (such as refusing to obey classroom *rules) along a dimension of 
acceptability. A 'copy of this instrument Is included as appendix A. ^ 

The SBS Inventory yields a total score and five factor scores — three 
in section i of the scale and two in section 2 of the scale. For assessment 
and placement purposes, the major sources of information in the scale for . 
assessment and placement purposes are the number and types of adaptive item 
descriptors rated as critically important to a successful adjustment and the 
number and type of maladaptive descriptors rated as unacceptable. The 
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Inventory also assesses the receiving teacher's technical assistance needs in 
managing and instructing the target child. This instrument provides a great 
| deal of information about the nature of the classroom environment as defined 
iby the teacher's behavioral expectations, standards, and social norms 
governing the behavior of children in the class. As such, it provides a 

useful index of classroom atmosphere and produces prescriptive information \ 

\ 

\ 

that makes it possible to maximize person-environment fit in the behavioral \ 
domain. \ 

The second instrument of the AIMS process, the SBS Child Behavior 
Rating Scale, assesses the target child's behavioral status in relation to 
each item rated critical and unacceptable on the SBS inventory by using a 
criterion-referenced scaling format to determine (a) how deficient the pupil; 
is in relation to each critical item and (b) how far the pupil is outside 
normal limits or acceptable social norms on each item rated unacceptable. / 
Someone with a thorough knowledge of the target child's behavior pattern/ 
completes this scale after the receiving teacher has responded to the SBS 
Inventory. This scale makes it possible to assess child behavioral status on 
a one-to-one correspondence with teacher responses to the SBS Inventory. 
Thus child behavioral status is assessed on the same dimensions as are the 
teachers' expectations. 

The third and fourth instruments, the CAC and SIC codes, provide 
estimates of respectively (a) the amount of the target pupil's academic 
engaged time and teacher behavior directed toward the target pupil and (b) 
the amount, quality, and topography of peer-to-peer social contact and peer 
responses directed to the target child's behavior. Research studies indicate 
that handicapped children and many nonhandicapped children experience 
significant adjustment problems and failure in these two domains (Gresham 
1982; Hersh and Walker 1983). These codes provide direct measures of teacher 
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and peer adjustment statue independent of teacher judgment. 

Extensive normative data are available on all these instruments 
(Walker, in press; and Walker, Reavis, Rhode and Jenson, in press). The 
development and initial validation of the SBS Inventory are described in 
Hersh and Walker (1983) and Walker and Rankin (1983) . Research and normative 
data for handicapped and nonhandicapped populations on the observation codes 
are reported in Walker, McConnell, and Clarke (in press). The use of the 
AIMS assessment system in the mainstreaming process is described in Walker 
(1984). Major findings to date on the SBS Inventory are reviewed below. 
These findings are derived from a program of research carried out over the 
past five years. 



Findings and outcomes on the SBS Inventory are described below under 
three headings: descriptive outcomes, psychometric outcomes, and validation 
outcomes. The appropriate references are indicated to direct the reader to 
reports that provide detailed descriptions of the studies referred to and 
their findings. 

% 

Data on the instrument are currently available on over 3,000 teachers 

in the U.S., Canada, and Australia. A large number of studies have been 

\ 

conducted on the Inventory since it was first developed in 1980. It is not 
possible to provide detailed reviews of each of these studies herein. 

Descriptive Outcomes. Research on a variety of teachers at different 
levels of training, with different grade levels of students, and in different 
settings (e.g. special versus regular) have consistently produced the 
following results. . 



Outcomes 
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—Table One presents means and standard deviations on the SBS 
Inventory across two initial validation samples of 50 regular teachets in the 
elementary grades and of 22 special education teachers teaching at the same 
age/grade level. Response category frequencies on the Inventory for the two 
groups indicated that (a) both groups of teachers checked over half the 
Section II items as Unacceptable, x (b) regular teachers checked approximately 
23 percent of the Section I items as critical while special educators ^checked 
16 percent as critical, and (c) both groups showed a similar pattern of 
scoring on the technical assistance portion (Section III) of the Inventory, 
These normative levels have substantial general applicability for both 
regular and special education teachers because they closely approximate 
teacher responses obtained in a subsequent, representative national sample, 

--Scores on the inventor^ correlate moderately with categories of 
teachers" management and instructional behavior as assessed and recorded by 
direct observation procedures in the classroom (Walker and Rankin 1983). 
Higher scores on the Inventory (i.e., more items checked ft critical M and 
••unacceptable 11 ) are associated with a behavioral profile of the effective 
teacher as represented in the teacher effectiveness literature. Teachers 
scoring high on the Inventory, for example, have higher rates of (a) 
monitoring pupil performance, (b) praising student behavior and performance, 
(c) producing instructional responses, (d) providing academic feedback, and 
(q) using indirect teaching/management techniques. Correspondingly, they 
have lower criticism rates and spend less time in managing transitions. High 
scoring teachers appeared to be more effective as both teachers and managers 
of the classroom environment. However, it should be noted that a teacher 
with high expectations for academic and behavioral performance would not 
necessarily be the best for mainstream placement of a handicapped pupil with 
moderate to severe deficiencies in social and academic competence. A 
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classroom in which there are high expectations for non-handicapped pupils may 
represent a non-supportive environment for a handicapped pupil. i 

— Teachers show tremendous variability in the level of their 
standards/expectations for child behavior. Some teachers rate all the items 

•> 

in auction 1 (adaptive) as critical and all the items in section 2 

(maladaptive) as unacceptable, while others rate only small numbers of items j 

i 

as critical and unacceptable (Hersh and Walker 1983; Walker and Rankin 1983). 
Table Two presents a characteristic profile of high, low, and average scoring 
teachers for the items in sections 1 and 2 of the Inventory. The extreme 
patterns of scoring represented by the high and low scoring teachers in Table 
Two appear to replicate in any sample of thirty or more teachers. 

— The contents of the most highly rated adaptive items define the 
ideal student role and are directed almost exclusively toward meeting teacher 
convenience and compliance. needs in the process of teaching. The highest 
rated maladaptive items describe high intensity but low frequency social 
behaviors such as stealing^ teacher defiance, or physical aggression that 
conflict with teacher value systems and/or challenge the teacher's authority* 
Icems in^this resp'^ie class are often referred to as teacher-owned problems 
while the lowest rated items in both sections 1 (adaptive) and 2 
(maladaptive) described peer-related social skills and deficits which ara 
regarded as student-owned problems (See Brophy and Evertson 1981). 
Teacher-owned problems generate emotional controlling and punishing teacher 
responses while student-owned problems generate only occasional mild 
expressions of concern from teachers* 

— The ratings and behavioral profiles of regular and special 
education teachers on the SBS Inventory were highly similar in both level and 
content. Their social behavior standards and expectations appeared to be 
nearly identical (Walker and Rankin 1983; Walker, Reavis, Rhode and Jenson, 
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In press). 



These findings suggest that teacher responses to the SBS Inventory 
identify those who differ radically in the level and. intensity of their 
behavioral demands on students and that these differences are correlated with 
teacher behavior. It would appear that in the schooling process generally, 
and especially in the mains treaming process , teacher differences in this 
domain- ought to be taken into . account in placement and social integration. 



acceptable psychometric properties. Three separate estimates of coefficient 



alpha for sections 1 and 2 of the Inventory all exceeded the .90 level. 
Test/retest correlatiorfs over a six-week interval for total score (section 1 
plus section 2) were .82 for regular teachers (n-50) and .86 for special 
education teachers (n-22). Stability coefficients for sections 1 and 2 were 
.78 and *.74 for regular teachers and .*81 and .80 for special educators. 



that over 75 percent of the scale items were rated identically by teachers 
over a six-week period. This held true for both sections 1 and 2 and 
replicated for regular and special education teachers. 

A study was conducted to determine whether labelling of Inventory 
• sections 1 and 2 of the instrument as measuring respectively adaptive versus 
maladaptive classes of pupil behavior influenced teacher ratings. Two 
samples of regular teachers in rural areas of California and Wisconsin were 
recruited as participants in the study* Thirty-nine teachers participated 
and were divided equally into two groups using a random selection procedure. 
Teachers in group one responded to an SBS Inventory form in which the content 
of sections 1 and 2 was not labelled; teachers in group two responded to a 
form in which the content of the two sections was labelled. Results 



Psychometric Outcomes. The SBS Inventory appears to have very 



An analysis of the stability of individual item ratings indicated 
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indicated no significant differences in average teacher responses to sections 
1 and 2 of the Inventory or in total score* 



date on the SBS Inventory; (a) item, (b) concurrent, (c) criterion, (d) 
» contrasted groups, (e) factorial validity. Validation of the instrument is 
ongoing and a number of validity studies are in process. The results of 
completed validation studies will be summarized briefly below. 

Item validity for three combined samples of teachers (n-196) was 
estimated using an internal criterion variable such as total score. 
Item-total correlations ranged from .32 to .70 for Section 1 and from .25 to 
•64 for Section 2. All of the items met the minimum cut off score for 
acceptable item validity of .^5. 



correlations with three concurrent measures of teacher attributes. These are 



the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Survey by Cook, Leeds, and Callis (1951); the 
Classroom Integration Inventory by Proctor (1967)) and the Problems in 
Schools Questionnaire by Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, and Ryan (1981). The 
strongest relationships were demonstrated with the Problems in Schools 
Questionnaire (i.e. correlations in the magnitude of .6 to .70); moderate 
correlations were obtained with the CII, and low or non-significant • 
correlations were obtained with the MTAS. 

Criterion validity is suggested by several studies that have 
demonstrated powerful relationships between Inventory scores and direct 
observations of teacher behavior and academic achievement. These studies 
converge in documenting the relationship of higher scores on the Inventory 
with the use of structured, direct instruction procedures and with higher 
achievement gain scores over time. However, these results are somewhat 



Validation Outcomes. Five types of validity have been estimated to 



The SBS Inventory has demonstrated low to moderately high 
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tenuous given the relatively small numbers of cases involved in the studies 
and await replication using larger samples of teachers and classrooms. 

Evidence for the contrasted groups validity of the Inventory is 
suggested by a study of teachers of hearing impaired children in three 
different settings representing increasing levels of restrictiveness and a 

f s 

study of teachers of emotionally disturbed children in' residential versus day 
treatment centers. Results of these studies. indicate that the less 
restrictive the' setting, the higher and more demanding the teacher's 
behavioral standards and expectations, and vice versa. This is not an 
unexpected finding, but it demonstrates the instrument's sensitivity to 
differences in teacher expectations and behavioral standards that, logically, 
would exist. 

The factorial validity of the SBS Inventory was estimated on a 
combined pool of teachers representing both elementary and secondary grade 
levels. Results of this analysis produced three factors for section 1 and 

s 

two for section 2 (see Walker and Rankin 1983 for a description of this 
study). These factprs correspond to the commonly observed dichotomy of 
teacher-owned versus student-owned problems. That is* behavioral 
competencies relating to compliance with teacher directives load on one 
factor and those relating to peer directed social behavior load on the second 
factor. 

* 

The validation studies conducted so far suggest that the SBS 
Inventory does have validity for the assessment of teacher 

expectations/behavioral standards and for the relationship of scale scores to 
concurrent measures and external criteria. The extent to which the 
instrument can be used as a reliable vehicle for the precise selection of 
placement settings that optimally match child characteristics remains to be 
demonstrated. The AIMS assessment system provides a vehicle for the 
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potential achievement of this goal and makes it possible (1) to identify trie 
adaptive and maladaptive child behaviors of central concern to the classroom 
teacher, (2) to use this information prescriptively in the placement, and 
integration processes 9 and (3) to assess the adequacy of pupil adjustment 
following integration, 

AIMS is yet another example of an ecological assessment system that 
attempts to measure a reliCant component of the environmental milieu in which 
children are expected to function effectively • It provides a direct measure 
of the behavioral demand levels that teachers apply to the class as a whole 
and that may mediate individual teacher-pupil interactions. Substantial 
research remains to be conducted on the system in order to firmly establish 
its validity for these purposes. . Ultimately, instruments of this type may be 
incorporated into standard school practices and may strongly affect the 
social ecology of the schooling process. If so, it is hop6d they will 
contribute to improved schooling effectiveness and more positive interactions 
between teachers and the full range of pupils who* represent the heterogeneous 
behavioral mix found in most classroom settings. 
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SECTION FOUR 
IMPLICATIONS FOR SCHOOL PRACTICES 
AND RESEARCH 

Implications of assessment systems such as AIMS can be drawn for 
current school practices as well as for research strategies that would 
investigate more effective and precise methods of assigning children to . 

1 

teachers, and vice versa. Brief discussions of these issues follow. 

Implications for School Practices 

It seems obvious that setting-specific assessment systems such as 
AIMS have great potential value in the enhancement of person-environment 
fit — especially in the context of mains t reaming or of community placement of 
developmental^ disabled individuals. Such systems provide a great deal of 
information regarding contextual variables, classroom atmosphere, and social 
norms. Their value is further enhanced if target children are assessed on 
the same dime nsion(s) as the environmental variables in question. This type 
of interactive assessment process makes it possible to truly match 
individuals to settings and to construct prescriptive training programs for 
preparing them more effectively to meet the minimal behavioral requirements 
that exist within settings. 

c 

There is currently a strong movement in the field of developmental 
disabilities toward a recommitment to enhancing person-environment in order 
to improve the adjustment and quality of life of handicapped individuals. A 
thorough knowledge of placement settings is perhaps the most powerful source 
of information affecting the future adjustment of deinstitutionalized 
individuals (Berkson 1981 i Intagliata 1983) as attested to by systematic 
studies of successfully and unsuccessfully placed DD persons. Attempts are 1 
also being made in the Developmental Disabilities field to develop a taxonomy 

56 

ei& '' 61 BEST C9P\ 



of community placement settings and to describe carefully their salient 
features in relation to the characteristics of handicapped individuals 
entering them. 

The special education field appears to be developing none of these 
initiatives, perhaps because the legal mandate of P.L. 94-142 suggests that 
educators are obligated to expose handicapped pupils to the least restrictive 
educational placement available. Unfortunately, the quality of regular and 
special classroom placement options varies tremendously in terras of providing 
supportive environments for mainstreamed handicapped pupils. Very few 
attempts are in evidence to develop either the assessment procedures or the 
taxonomies necessary for improving placements of handicapped individuals; 
Instead, teachers in less restrictive educational settings are expected to 
accommodate the unique needs of handicapped pupils as a matter of standard 
practice. The available evidence suggests this approach has not been 
productive (Hersh and Walker 1983; Glass 1983). In this author's view, 
significant progress will be unlikely in this area until there is (1) a clear 
recognition that the needs of handicapped individuals are not being well met 
within mainstream settings, (2) an attempt- to select and structure classroom 
environments in the direction, of greater supportiveness, and (3) a systematic 
effort to enhance person-environment fit. 

In the area of regular education, it would appear that the 
Methodology exists to more effectively match students to teachers on a broad 
scale.. For example, children could be routinely rated on such dimensions as 
general teachability, the extent to which they manifest teacher-owned versus 
student-owned problems, or the extent to which they are perceived as high 
expectation students. In addition, some teachers are more effective with 
certain types of pupils than others. It is now possible to identify less 
effective and more effective teachers reliably and inexpensively, given the 
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correlates and attributes associated with effective teaching. With the 
advent of improved setting measures and the data management capabilities of 
microcomputers, it appears possible to assign pupils to classrooms in a way 
that can maximize the learning and adjustment of children and simultaneously 
take advantage of the particular strengths of individual teachers. 

.» 

Implications for Research 



A recurring theme in the teacher effectiveness literature is that 
effective teachers, classrooms, and schools are associated with high 
expectations for learning and behavior. Until recently, only very limited 
methods have been available to quantify teacher expectations, to provide a 
basis for comparing teachers on this variable, and to relate status on it to 



other performance measures. The AIMS assessment system and others like it 
make these activities possible. 



individual teacher-student interactions and on management of either small 
groups of students or entire classrooms, (2) the formation and expression of 
teachers' behavioral standards and expectations over time, (3) the role of 
teacher expectatiotys in the selection and training of teachers, (4) the 
relationship between teacher expectations and the number and variety of 
opportunties provided students to respond academically, and (5) the extent to 
which placement processes can be made more efficient and precise for both 
handicapped and nonhandicapped pupils. These variables and relationships by 
no means exhaust the possibilities. However, they appear to be especially 
germane to the task of improving current school practices. 

Historically, school-based assessment procedures have suffered from a 
lack of relevance and have often failed to provide prescriptive information 



This assessment system could be used to investigate the following 



variables and relationships; (1) the impact of teacher expectations on 
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of value in educational decision-making. There now appears to be a strong 
movement toward the development of interactive environmental assessment 
systems that will address these deficits directly. The next decade should 
provide answers to the question of whether such interactive systems will 
result in greater efficacy in educational decision-making and programming. 



/ 

! 

! 

I 



\ 

a 



9 

ERIC 



59 

64 



BB'b'i OOP* 



REFERENCES 



Alker, H. "Is Personality Situationally Specific or Intrapsychically 
Consistent?" Journal of Personality 40 (1972); 1-16. 

Allport, G. "traits Revisited." In Interactional Psychology and Personality. 
edited by N. Endler and D. Magnussen, pp. 94-109. New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, 197b. 

Allport, G. "Traits Revisited." The American Psychologist 21 (1966): 1-10. 

Anderson, C.A. The Search for School Climate: A Review of the Research 52 
(Fall 1982): 36b-420. " 

Anderson-Inman, L.; Walker, H.M.; and Purcell, J. "Promoting the Transfer of 
Skills Across Skills: Transenvironmental Programming for Handicapped 
Students in the Mainstream." In Focus on Behavior Analysis in Education. 
edited by W. Heward, T. Heron, D. Hill, and J. Trap-Porter, pp. 17-37. 
Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1984. 

Apter, S.J., and Conoley, J.C. Childhood Behavior Disorders and Emotional 
Disturbance. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1984. 

Barker, R. Ecological Psychology : Concepts and Methods for Studying the 
Environment of Human Behavior. Stanford, California: Stanford 
University Press-, 1968. 

Barker, R., and Gump, P. Big School. Small School. Stanford, California: 
Stanford University Press, 1964. 

Barker, R.G., and Schoggen, P. Qualities of Community Life: Methods of 
Measuring Environment and Behavior Applied to an American and an English 
Town. San Francisco, California: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1973. • — 

Barker, R., and Wright, H. Midwest and Its Children. New York: Harper and 
Row, 1955. 

Becker, W.C. "Teaching Reading and Language to the Disadvantaged - What We 
Have Learned from Field Research." Harvard Education al Review 10 (1977): 
518-543. , 

Becker, W.C. "The National Evaluation of Follow Through. 

Behavior-Theory-Based Programs Come Out On Top." Education and Urban 
Society 10 (197b): 431-458. 

Becker, W.C. "Direct Instruction." Paper presented at the XVI Banff 
International Conference on Behavior Modification: Education and 
Behavior Analysis, March, 1984. 

Bern, D. "Conducting Cross-Situational Consistencies in Behavior: Some 
Thoughts on Alker" s Critique of Mischel." Journal of Personality 40 
(1972): 17-26. 

Berkson, G. "Social Ecology and Ethology of Mental Retardation." In 
Observing Behavior 1^ edited by G. Sackett, pp. 403-409. London: 

60 

1 1 k'i 



er|c . 65 BEST COPY 



University Park Press, 1978. 



ERIC 



Berkson, G. "Traits, Environments and Adaptation."' In The Uncommon Child, 
edited by M. Lewis and L.A. Roseblum. New York: Plenum Press Inc., 

mi. 

berkson, G. , and Romer, D. "Social Ecology of Supervised Communal Facilities 
for Mentally Disabled Adults: I. Introduction." American Journal of 
Mental Deficiency 85 (1980): 219-228. ~ 

Berkson, G, , and Romer, D. "A Letter to a Service Provider." In Living 

Environments for Developmentally Retarded People, edited by H.G. Hayward 
and J.R. Newbrough. Washington, D.C.: American Association for Mental 
Deficiency, 1981. 

w 

Boldstad, 0. "The Relationship Between Teachers' Assessments of Students and 
Students* Actual Behavior in the Classroom." Doctoral dissertation, 
University of Oregon, 1974. 

Brookover, W.j Beady, C.J Flood, P.; Schwitzer, J.; and Wiaenbaker, J. 

School Social Systems and Student Achievement. New York: Praeger, 1979. 

Brooks, D., and Wilson, B. "Teacher Verbal and Non-Verbal Behavioral 

Expression Toward Selected Pupils." Journal of Educa tional Psychology 70 
(1978) : 147-153. '. \ * 

Brophy, J. "Teacher Behavior and its Effects. Journal of Educational 
Psychology 79 (1979): 733-?. ' 

Brophy, J., and Evertson, C. Student Characteristics and Teaching. New 
York: Longman, 1981. 

Brophy, J., and Good, T. "Teachers' Communication of Differential • — 

Expectations for Children's Classroom Performance: Jo me Behavioral 
Data." Journal of Educational Psychology 61 (1970): 365-374. 

Brophy, J., and Good, T. Teacher-Student Relationships: Causes and 
Consequences. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1974. 

Brophy, J., and Putnam, J. "Classroom Management in the Early Grades." In 
Classroom Management , edited by D. Duke. The 78th Yearbook of the 
National Society for the Study of Education, Part II. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1979. 

Brophy, J., and Rohrkemper, M. Teachers' Thinking About Problem Students. 
Research Series #68, Institute for Research on Teaching, Michigan State 
University, East Lansing, 1980. 

Centra, J. A., and Potter, D.A. "School and Teacher Effects: An 

Interrelation^ Model. Review of Educational Research 50 (Summer 1980): 
273-291. 5 

Chein, I. "The Environment as a Determinant of Behavior." The Journal of 
Social Psychology 39 (1954): 115-127. 

fc . 66 BEST COi^ 



Clarizio, M. , and McCoy, G. Behavior Disorders In Children 2nd ed. New 
York: Thomas Y. Growell, 1976. 



ERIC 



Clark, D.; Lotto, L.; and McCarthy, M. "Factors Associated with Success in 
Urban Elementary Schools." Phi Delta Kappan 61 (1980): .167-170. 

Coleman, J. Public and Private Schools. Paper presented at the annual 

meeting of the American Educational Research Associates, April, 1981, in 
Los Angeles, California. 

Cook, N.j Leeds, C; and Callis, R. The Minnesota Teacher Attitude Survey 
(MTAS). New York: The Psychological Corporation, 1951. 

Cooper, H. , and Lowe, C "Task Information and Attributions for Academic 
Performance by Professional Teachers and Role Players, Journal of 
Personality 45 (1977): 469-483. 

Cooper, H.; Hinkel, G.j and Good, T. "Teachers' Beliefs About Interaction 
Control and Their Observed Behavioral Correlates." Journal of 
Educational Psychology 72 (1980): 345-354. 

Copeland, W. "Teaching-Learning Behaviors and the Demand of the Classroom 
Environment." The Elementary School Journal 80 (1978): 164-177. 

Coulton, C. "A Study of Person-Environment Fit Among the Chronically 111." 
The Journal of Social Psychology 39: 115-127. 

Deci, E. "The Problems in School Questionnaires. Social Policy 9 (1979): , 
28-32. ~ 

Deci, E. ,; Schwartz, A.; Sheinman, L.J and Ryan, R. "An Instrument to Assess 
Adults' Orientations Toward Control Versus Autonomy with Children: 
Reflections and Intrinsic Motivation and Perceived Competence." Journal— 
of Educational Psychology 73 (1981): 642-650. 

Delquadri, J.; Greenwood, C.R.; and Hall, R.V. "Opportunity to Respond: An 
Update." Paper presented at the fifth annual meeting of the Association 
of Applied Behavior Analysis, June, 1979, in Dearborn, Michigan. 

Doyle, W. "Learning the Classroom Environment: An Ecological Analysis." 
Journal of Teacher Education 27 (Nov. -Dec. , 1977): 51-55. 

Doyle, W. "Classroom Ef facts." Theory Into Practice (June 1979): 139-144. 

o 

Doyle, W., and Ponder, G. "Classroom Ecology: Some Concerns About a 

Neglected Dimension of Research on Teaching." Contemporary Education 46 
(1975): 183-188. " " 

Edmonds, R. "Some Schools Work and More Can." Social Policy 9 (1979): 
28-32. 

Elashoffi J., and Snow, R. Pygmalion Reconsidered. Worthington, Ohio: 
Charles A. Jones, 1971. 

Emmer, E.T., and Evert son, L.M. Synthesis of Research in Classroom 

62 

tr 67 Bj&BT COr'Y 



Management 38 (January 1981): 342-347. 



Emmer, E.j Evertson, L. ; and Anderson, L. "Effective Management at the 
Beginning of the School Year." Elementary School Journal 1980): 
219-231. " 

Endler, N. , and Magnussen, D (Eds). Interactional Psychology and 
Personality. Washington, D.C.: Hemisphere, 197b. 

Engelmann, S.j Granzin, A.; and Severson, H. "Diagnosing Instruction." 
Journal of Special Education 13 (1979): 353-355.. 

Evertson, C, and Anderson, L. "Beginning School." Educational Origins 57 
(1979): 164-168. ! fi 

Eyman, R.; Silverstein, A.J McLain, R.; and Miller, C. "Effects of 

Residential Settings and Development." In Research to Practice in Mental 
Retardation (Vol. 1) : Care and Intervention, edited by P. Miller. 
Baltimore, Maryland: University Park Press, 1977. 

Feldman, R., and Prohaska, G. "The Student at Pygmalion: Effect of Student 
Expectation on the Teacher." Journal of Educational Psycholo gy 71 
(1979): 485-493. '. 

« 

Feshbach, N. "Student Teacher References for Elementary School Pupils 
Varying in Personality Characteristics." Journal of Educational 
Psychology 60 (1969): 126-132. ". 

Fiedleri M.L. 0 "Bidirectionality of Influence in Classroom Interaction. 
Journal of Educational Psychology 67 (1975): 735-744. 

Fisher, L. ; Berliner, D. ; Filby, N.; Marliave, R.j Cahen, L.; and Dishaw, M. 
"Teaching Behaviors, Academic Learning Time, a nd Student Achievement:- An- 
Overview." In Time to Learn, edited by C. Denham and A. Lieberman. 
Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Education, 1980. 

Garner, J. , and Bing, M. "The Elusiveness of Pygmalion and Differences in 
Teacher-Pupil Contacts." Interchange 4(1973): 34-42.. 3 

Gersten, R.; Carnine, D.j and White, W. "The Pursuit of Clarity: Direct 
Instruction and Applied Behavior Analysis." In Focus on Behavio r 
Analysis in Education, edited by W. Howard, T. Heron, D. Hill, and J. 
Trap-Porter, pp. 38-58. Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1984. 

Glass, G. "Effectiveness of Special Education." Policy Studies Review 2 
(1983): 79-84. 

Good, T.L. "Teacher Expectation and Student Perceptions: A Decade of 
Research." Educational Leadership 38 (1981); 413-422. 

Good, T., And Brophy, J. Looking in Classrooms (2nd Ed.). New York: Harper 
and Row, 1978. 

Green, K. and Forehand, R. "Assessment of Children's Social Skills: A 

Review of Methods." Journal of Behavioral Assessment 2 (1980): 143-159. 

63 



68 



Greenwood, C.R.; Delquadri, J.; and Hall, RiV. "Opportunity to Respond and 
Student Academic Performance." In Focus on Behavior Analysis in 
Education, editea by W. Howard, T, Heron, D. Hill, and J. Trap-Porter, 
pp. 58-88. Columbus, Ohio; Charles E. Merrill, 1984. 

Greenwood, C.R.; Walker, H.M.; Todd, N.; and Hops, H. "Selecting a 

Cost-Effect ive Device for the Assessment of Social Withdrawal." Journal 
of Applied Behavior Analysis 12 (1979): 639-652. 

Gresham, F. "Assessment of Children's Social Skills." Journal of School 
Psychology 19 (1981): 120-133. 

Gresham, F. "Conceptual Issues in the Assessment of Social Competence in 
Children (1983)." In Children's Social Behavior: Development » 
Assessment and Modification, edited by P. Strain, M. Guralnick, and H. 
Walker. New York: Academic Press, in press. 

Gresham, F. "Misguided Mains t reaming: The Case for Social Skills Training 
with Handicapped Children." Exceptional Children 48 (1982): 422-433. 

Gump, P.V. "Ecological Psychologists: Critics or Contributors to Behavior 
Analysis." In Ecological Perspectives in Behavior Analysis, edited by A. 
Rogers-Warren and S.F. Warren, pp. 133-T4*7. t Baltimore, Maryland: 
University Park Press, 1977. 

Hargrove, E«; Graham, S.; Ward, L.J Abernethy, V.; Cunningham, J.; and 

Vaughn, W. Regulations and Schools. Nashville, Tennessee: Institute 
for Public Policy Studies, Vanderbilt. University, 1981. 

Harvey, J., and Smith, W. Social Psychology: An Attributional Approach. 
St. Louis: CO. Mosby, 1977. 

Heron, W.; Howard, T.; Cooke, N.; and Hill, D. "Evaluation of a Classwide 
Peer Tutoring System:"' First Graders Teaching Each Other Sight Words." 
Education and Treatment of Children, in ptess. 

Hersh, R. , and Walker, H.M. "Great Expectations: Making Schools Effective 
for All Children." Policy Studies Review 2 (1983): 147-188. 

Holman, J. "The Moral Risk and High Cost of Ecological Concern in Applied 
Behavior Analysis." In Ecological Perspectives in Behavior Analysis . 
edited by A. Rogers-Warren and S.F. Warren. Baltimore, Maryland: 
University Park Press, 1977. 

Howey, K. Success** uj> Schooling Practices: Perceptions of a Total School 
Faculty. Far West '"Laboratory , 1980. *" 

Hull, J., and Thompson, J. "Predicting Adaptive Functioning of Mentally 
Retarded Persons isn Community Settings." ADMD 85 (1980): 253-261. 

• 

Intagliata, J. "Enhancing the Fit Between Mentally Retarded Persons and Their 
Environments." Paper presented at AAMD National Conference, May, 1983, 
in Dallas, Texas. 



ERIC 



64 

69 



Jackson, P.; Sllberman, M.; and Wolf son, B. "Signs ot Personal Involvement 
in Teachers* Descriptions of Their Students." Journal of Ed ucational 
Psychology 60 (1969): 22-27. ' 

Jahoda, M. "A Social Psychological Approach to the Study of Culture." Human 

Relations 14 (1961): 23-30. 

1 

Jenkins, B. "Teachers* Views of Particular Students and Their Behavior in 
the Classroom." Doctoral dissertation, University of Chicago, 1972. 

Joyce, B.R.j Hersh, R.H.; and McKibbin, M. The Structure of School 
Improvement. New York: Longman, 1983. 

Kazdin, A. "Assessing the Clinical or Applied Importance of Behavior Change 
Through social Validation." Behavior Modification 4 (1977): 427-452. 

" Kedar-Viovpdas, G. , and Tannenbaum, A. "Teachers* Attitudes Toward Young 
Deviant Children." Journal of Educational Psychology 71 (1979): 
800-808. ! 

Keogh, B., and Levitt, M. "Special Education in the Mainstream: A 

Confrontation of Limitations." Focus on Exceptional Children 8 (1976): 
1-10. 

Klein, S. "Student Influence on Teacher Behavior." American Educational 
Research Journal 8 (May 1971): 403-421. 

Koffka, K. Principles of Gestalt Psychology. New York: Harcourt Brace, 
1935. ' 1 

Kornblau, B. "Teachers Perceptions of the Characteristics of 'Idealized 
Teachable Pupils'." Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 
California, Los Angeles, 1979. - • — 

Kornblau, B.W., and Keogh, B.K. "Teachers Perceptions and Educational 
Decisions." Journal for Teaching and Learning, ! (1980): 87-101. 

Kounin, J. Discipline and Group Management in Classrooms. New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston, 1970. 

Kounin, J., and Doyle, P. "Degree of Continuity of a Lesson's Signal System 
and the Task Involvement of Children,." Journal of Educational Psychol ogy 
67 (1975): 159-164. . 

Kounin, J., and Gump, P. "Signal Systems- of Lesson Settings and the 

Task-Related Behavior of Preschool Children." Journal of Educational 
Psychology 66 (1974): -554-562. "~ — 

Landesman-Dwyer, S. "Living in the Community." American Journal of Mental 
Deficiency 86 (1981): 223-234. ! [ 

Landesman-Dwyer, S; Berkson, G«; and Romer, D. "Affiliation and Friendship 
of Mentally Retarded Residents in Group Homes." American Journal of 
Mental Deficiency 83 (1979): 571-580. 



65 "O-" 
ERJC 7q OX'j51 



J 



Landesman-Dwyer, S.; Stein, J.; and Sackett, G. M A Behavior and Ecological 
Study of Group Homes. 11 In Observing Behavior » edited by G. Sackett (Vol. 
Di PP. 349-378. London; University Park Press, 1978. 

Larrivee, B. 9 and Cook, L. I'Mainstreaming: A Study of the Variables 

Affecting Teacher Attitude. M Journal of Special Education 13 (1979), 
315-324. 

Luce, S., and Hoge, R. delations Among Teacher Rankings, Pupil-Teacher 

Interactions and Academic Achievement: A Test of the Teacher Expectancy 
Hypothesis. M American Educational Research Journal 15 (Fall 1978): 
489-500. 

Haddox-McGinty, A. "Children's Nonverbal Behavior in the Classroom and 
Teachers' Perceptions of Teachability: An Observational Study. 11 
Doctoral dissertation, University of California, Los Angeles, 1972. 



Mayeske, G.j Wisher, C; Beaton, A.j Weinfield, J.; Cohen, W.; Okada, K.; 
Proshek, J.; 1 and Tabler, K. A Study o f Our Nation's Schools. 
Washington,, D.C.i Government~Printing Office, JL972. 

*. , \ 

McDonald, C. "The Influence of Pupil Liking of Teacher, Pupil Perceptions of 
Being Liked and Pupil Socioeconomic Status on Classroom Behavior." 
Doctoral dissertation, University of Texas, Austin, 1972. 

Medway, F. "Causal Attributions for School-Related Problems: Teacher 

Perceptions and Teacher Feedback." Journal of Educational Psychology 71 
(1979): 809-818. ~ 

Mercer, J., and Levis, J. SOMPA Conceptual and Technical Manual. New York: 
The Psychological Corporation, 1978. 

Mischel, W. "Continuity and Change in Personality." American Psychologist 
24 (1969): 1012-1018. 

Mischel, W. Personality and Assessment. New York: John Wiley, 1968. 

Mischel, W. "Toward a Cognitive Reconceptualization of Personality." In 
Interactional Psychology and Personality, edited by N. Endler and D. 
Magnussen, pp. 166-207. New fork: John Wiley and Sons, 197b. 

Moos, R. Evaluating Educational Environments. San Francisco, California: 
Jossey-Bass, 1971. 

Moos, R. "Systems for the Assessment and Classification of Human 

Environments: An Overview." In Issues in Social Ecology, edited by R. 
Moos and P. Insel, pp. 5-29. Palo Alto, California: National Press 
Books, 1974. 

loos, R. "Assessment of the Psychological Environments of Community-oriented 
Psychiatric Treatment Programs," Abnormal Psychology 79 (1972): 9-18. 

66 

R ?r 71 fti.-Mx UUJfY 



# 



6 



Moos, R., and Insel, P. Issues in Social Ecology. Palo Alto, California: 
National Press Books, 1974. 



Morrison, A., and Mclntyre, P. Teachers and Teaching. Baltimore, Maryland: 
Penquin Books, 1969. 

Nash, R. Classrooms Observed : The Teacher's Perception and the Pupil's 
Performance. Boston: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1973. 

Nelson, M. "Techniques for Assessing Conduct of Disturbed Children." 
Exceptional Children 37 (1971)? 501-507. 

Pervin, L. "Performance and Satisfaction as a Function of 

Individual-Environment Fit." Psychological Bulletin 69 (1968) : 56-68. 

Price, K. "Etiology, the Social Environment, and the Prevention of 

Psychological Dysfunction." Social Environment and Mental Health (1965) : 
287-300. — 

Proctor, D. "An Investigation of the Relationships Between Knowledge of 

Exceptional Children, Kind and Amount of Experience, and Attitudes Toward 
Their Classroom Integration." Dissertation Abstracts 28 (1967): 1271 A. 



Purkey, K. , and Smith, M. "Effective Schools: A Review." The Elementary 
School Journal 83 (1983). 

Raush, H.; Dittman, A.; and Taylor, T. Person, Setting and Change in School 
Interaction. London: Plenum, 1959. 

Ringlaben, R. , and Price, J. "Regular Classroom Teacher's" Perceptions of 

Mainstreaming Effects." Exceptional Children 407 (1981):- 302-304. • • — 

Rist, R. "Student Social Class and Teacher Expectations: The 

Self-Fulf illing Prophecy in Ghetto Education." Harvard Educational 
Review 40 (1970) : 411-451. 

Rogers-Warren, A., and Wedel, J. "The Ecology of Preschool Classrooms for 
the Handicapped. New Directions for Exceptional Children (1980): 1-23. 

Rogers-Warren, A., and Warren, S. Ecological Perspectives in Behavior 
Analysis. Baltimore, Maryland: University Park Press, 1977. 

Romer and Heller, T. "Social Adaptation of Mentally Retarded Adults in 

Community Settings: A Social-Ecological Approach." Applied Research in 
Metital Retardation 4 (1983): 303-314. 

Rosens nine, B. "Contents, Time, and Direct Instruction." In Research on 
Teaching: Concepts, Findings, and Implications, edited by P.L. Peterson 
and H.J. Walberg, pp. 28-56. Berkeley, California: McCutchan, 1979. 

Rosenshirie, B. "Review of Teaching Variables and Student Achievement." In 
. UlS. Appraisal of Teaching: Concepts and Process Reading , edited by CD. 
Borich. Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley , 1977, 114-120. 

72 Bi?.ibX uui*l 




ERIC 



Rdsenshine, B. , and Berliner, D. "Academic Engaged Time." British Journal 
of Teacher Education 4 (1978); 3-16. ~ 

Rosenthal, R. , and Jacobson, L. Pygmalion in the Classroom: Teacher 

Expectation and Pupils' Intellectual Development. New "York. New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1968. 

Rutter, M.; Maughan, B.j Mortimore, P.; Ouston, J.; and Smith, A. Fifteen 
Thousand : Secondary Schools and Their Effects on Children. Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1979. ^— — 

Schoggen, P. "Ecology Psychology and Mental Retardation." In I Observing 
Behavior, edited bv C. Sackett. London: University Park P?ess, 1978. 

Sells, S. "Ecology and the Science of Psychology." Multi-Variate Behav ioral 
Research 1 (1963): 696-702. — 

Silberman, M. "Behavioral Expression of Teachers* Attitudes Toward 
Elementary School Students." Journal of Educa tional Psychology 60 
(1969): 402-407. " 1 

Stalllngs, J. "How Instructional Processes Relate to Child Outcomes." In 
The Appraisal of Teaching: Concepts and Progress, edited by G.D. Borich, 
pp. 104-113. Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley , 1977. 

Stern, G. "B-f(P,E)." Journal of Personality Assess ment 28 (June 1964): 

it>i-ib8. : — *■ 

Sundberg, N.; Snowden, L. ; and Reynolds, W. "Toward Assessment of Personal 
Competence and Incompetence in Life Situations." Annual Reveiw of 
Psychology 29 (1978): 179-221. 

Sutter, P.; Mayeda, T.; Call, T.; Yanagi, G. ; and Yee, S. "Comparison of 
Successful and Unsuccessful Community-Placed Mentally Retarded Persons." 
AJMD 85 (1980): 262-267. 

Swap, S.; Prieto, A.; and Harth, R. "Ecological Perspectives of the 
Emotionally Disturbed Child." In Teaching Emotionally Disturbed 
Children, edited by R. McDowell, G. Adamson, and F. Wood, pp. 70-98. 
Boston, Massachusetts: Little, Brown and Co., 1982. 

Thelan, H. Classroom Grouping for Teachability. New York: Wiley, 1967. 

Tomlinson, T. "Student Ability, Student Background and Student Achievement: 
Another Look at Life in Effective Schools." Paper presented at 
Conference on Effective Schools, Educational Testing Service, May, 1980, 
in New York, New York. 

Wahler, R.; House, A.J and Stambaugh, E. Ecological Assessment of child 
Problem Behavior. New York, New York: Pergamon Press, 19767" 

Walker, H.M. The AIMS Assessment System. 

Walker, H.M. The Anti-Social Child in School: Strategies for Remediating 

68 



Aggressive and Disruptive Child Behavior. Austin, Texas; Pro-Ed, in 
press. 



Walker, H.M. "The Social Behavior Survival Program (SBS): A Systematic 

Approach to the Integration of Handicapped Children into Less Restrictive 
Settings. •» Education and Treatment of Children 6 (1984); 421. 

Walker, H.M. The Walker Problem Behavior Identification Checklist (WPBIC) 
Test and Manual (2nd rev.). Los Angeles. California: Western 
Psychological Services, 1983. 

Walker, H.M.; McConnell, S.; and Clarke, J.Y. "Social Skills Training in 
School Settings: A Model for the Social Integration of Handicapped 
Children into Less Restrictive Settings." In Childhood Disorders: 
Behavioral-Development Approaches . edited by R.J. McMahon and R.D. 
Peters. New York, New York: Brunner/Mazel, in press. 

Walker, H.M., and Rankin, R. "Assessing the Behavioral Expectations and 
Demands of Less Restrictive Settings." School Psychology Review 12 
(1983): 274-284. 

Walker, H.M.; Reavis, H.K. ; Rhode, 6.; and Jenson, A. "Conceptual Model for 
Delivery of Behavioral Services to Behavior. Disordered Children in 
Educational Settings." In Clinical Behavior Therapy, edited by P. 
Bornstein, and A. Kazdin. Homewood, Illinois: Dow-Jones-Irwin, Inc. , in 
press. 

Weber, G. Inner City Children Can Be Taught to Read: Four Successful 
Schools. Washington, D.C.: Council for Basic Education, 1971. 

Weiner, B. "Psychological Determinants of Achievement Evaluation." UCLA 
Educator 19 (1977): 5-9. , 

Wicker, A. "Processes Which Mediate Behavior-Environment Congruence." 
Behavioral Science 17 (1972). 

Wicker, A. "Cognitive Complexity, School Size, and Participation in School 
Behavior Settings." Journal of Educational Psychology 60 (1969): 



Willems, E. "Behavior Technology and Behavioral Ecology." Journal of 
Applied Behavior Analysis 7 (1974): 151-163. 

Wilier, B., and Intagliata, J. "Social-Environmental Factors as Predictors 
of Adjustment of Deinstitutionalized. Mentally Retarded Adults." AJMD 86 
(1981): 252-259. 

Willis, S. Age Trends in Children's Evaluation of Teacher-Approved and 
Teacher-Disapproved Behavior. Doctoral Dissertation, University of 
Texas, Austin, 1972. 

Willis, S., and Brophy, J. "Origins of Teachers' Attitudes Toward Young 
Children." Journal of Educational Psycholog y 66 (1974): 520-529. 

Wolf, M. "Social Validity: The Case for Subjective Measurement, or How 



200-203. 



ERIC 



74 




9 



Applied Behavior Analysis is Findings its Heart." Journal of Applied 
Behavior Analysis U (1978): 203-214. 

Wo If, R. The Measurement or Environments, Trenton: Educational Testing 
Services, 1905. / 

Wolf ensberger, W. , and Glen, L. PASS 3, - Program Analysis of Service 
Systems { A Method for Quantitative" Evaluation of Human Services. 
Toronto, Canada: National Institute on Menta> Retardation, 1975. 

Wright, H. Recording and Analyzing Child Behavior. New Vork: Harper and 
Row, 1967. ' 

Wynne, E.A. Looking at Schools: Good, Bad, and Indifferent. Lexington, 
Massachusetts: Heath, 1980. 



70 



ERIC 7 5 



* 



APPENDIX 

THE SBS INVENTORY OF TEACHER SOCIAL BEHAVIOR 
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©:ecenber, 1983. Do not duplicate, 
distribute, or reproduce without 
permission of the authors. 



The SBS INVENTORY 
of 

Teacher Social Behavior 
Standards and Expectations 

*y 

Hill M. Walker. Ph.D. and Richard Rankin, Ph.D, 
University of Oregon 



Demographic Information 



1. Teacher Name : 

2 . Sex : 



5. 



6. 



( ) Male 



( ) Female 



3. Teaching Experience : 



Number of years total: 

Number of years in current position: 



Current Teaching Level : 

( ) Preschool 
( ) Junior High 



( ) Primary 
( ) High School 



Type of Handicapped Children Worked With : 

( ) None ( ) LD ' ( ) ED ( ) TMR 

( ) Blind ( ) Orthopedically Handicapped 
( ) Other (please specify) / 



( _) Intermediate— 
( ) Other 



( ) /EMR ( ) Deaf 
( ) Multiply Handicapped 



7 

Classroom Setting You Currently Teach In : 
( ) Regular ( ) Resource 



( ) Other (please specify) 



( ) Special 



7 



Rater Instructions: This Inventory consists of two sets of items descriptive 
of child social behavior in the/ classroom setting. The first set of items 
(Section I) describes child social behavior competencies and skills that are 
considered appropriate to the/classroom setting. The second set (Section II) 
describes child behavior that is considered maladaptive , inappropriate and/or 
disruptive to the classroom/setting. As a classroom teacher, you are asked 7 to 
make one of three rating Judgments about each item in Sections I and II pT the 
Inventory. / f 
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Instructi ons for Section I : For the items in this section, please 
indicate whether the behavior described is (a) Critical, (b) Desirable 
or (c) Unimportant to a successful adjustment in your classroom by * 
placing a check (/) in the appropriate parentheses. The line to the left 
of each item will be used later. 

Critical means that possession of the behavior is absolutely essential to 
a successful or satisfactory adjustment in your classroom. 

' Desirable means that possession of the behavior is not essential or 

critical to a satisfactory classroom adjustment, but is encouraged. 

Unimportant means that you. perceive the behavior as not being necessary or 
required for a satisfactory adjustment in your classroom. 



Section I: Descriptions of ADAPTIVE, appropriate child behavior (s) . 

Critical Desirable Unimportant 

1. Pupil is flexible and can adjust 

to different instructional situa- 
tions, e.g., changes in rcutine, 
teachers, setting, etc. 

2. Child listens while other children 
are speaking, e.g. , as in circle 
pr sharing time .• 

3. / Child communicates adequately, 
e.g. , speaks normally and can 
be understood. 

». Child takes his/her turn. 

5. Child uses academic tools correctly, 
e.g., paper, pencils, scissors, etc. 

6. Child seeks teacher attention at 
appropriate times. ' 

7'. Child models or imitates the 
appropriate behavior of other 
children. 

8. Child uses free time appropriately. 

9, ' Child makes his/her assistance needs 

known in an appropriate manner, e.g., 
asks to go to the bathroom, raises 
hand when finished with work, asks 
for help with work, lets teacher 

know when sick or hurt. ( ) ( ) ( ) 



( ) 

( ) 

' ( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 
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Critical 



Desirable Unimportant 



10. Child listens carefully to teacher 
instructions and directions for 
assignments. 

11. Child volunteers for classroom 
activities, e.g., assisting the 
teacher, reading aloud, classroom 
games, etc. 

12. Child complies with teacher commands, 

13. Child improves academic or social 
behavior in response to teacher 
feedback. 

I 1 *. Child is considerate of the 

feelings of others, e.g., says or 
does things indicating an awareness 
of another's . feelings. 



( ) 



( ) 



( ) 



15. 
16. 
17. 
18 

19- 
20. 
21. 



Child produces work of acceptable 
quality given her/his skill level. 

Child cooperates with peers in group 
activities or situations. 

Child follows established classroom 
rules. 

Child can have normal conversations 
with peers without becoming hostile 
or angry. 

Child can work on projects in class 
with another student. 

Child compliments peers regarding 
some attribute or behavior. 

Child has indeoendent study skills, 
e.g., can work adequately with minimal 
teacher support; attempts to solve 
problem with schoolwork before asking 
for help. 



22. Child speaks to others in a tone of 
voice appropriate to the situation. 
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Critical Desirable Unimportant 

23. Child answers or attempts to 
answer a question when called 

on by the teacher. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

21*. Child copes with failure in an 

appropriate manner, e.g., doesn't 
give up on assignment or project 

involved in. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

25. Child behaves appropriately in 
non-classroom settings' (bathroom, 
hallways, lunchroom, playground), 
e.g., walks quietly, follows 

playground rules, etc. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

26. Child resolves peer conflicts 

or problems adequately on her/his 
own without requesting teacher 

assistance. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

27. Child can accept not getting his/her 

own way. ( ) ( ) ( j 

28. Child attends consistently to 

assigned tasks. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

29. Child ignores the distractions 

or interruptions of other students 

during academic activities. ( ) -( ) '"■"() 

30. Child knows when to ask permission 

of the teacher or other children. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

31. Child tolerates usual school 
frustrations adequately, e.g., 

delays, schedule changes, etc. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

32. Child can participate in and 
contribute to group instructional 

situations/activities. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

33. Child can follow teacher written 

instructions and directions. ( ) ( ) .( ) 

3^. Child avoids breaking classroom 
rule(s) even when encouraged by a 

peer. ( ) ( j ( y 

35. Child has good work habits, e.g., 
makes efficient use of class time, 

is organized, stays on task, etc. ' ) ( ) ( ) 
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'Critical Desirable Unimportant 

36. Child is honest with others, e.g., 

tells the truth; isn't deceptive, ( ) ( ) ( ) 

37. Child responds to requests and 

directions promptly. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

38. Child questions rules, directions, 

or instructions that are not / 

clear to her/him. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

39. Child shares materials with 

others in a work situation. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

J*0. Child makes productive use of time 
while waiting for teacher assist- 
ance, e.g., continues to work on 
problems that* do not prove' 

difficult. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

kl. Child raises hand before asking 

a question (where appropriate). ( ) ( ) ( ) 

!*2. Child completes tasks within 

prescribed time limits. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

^3. Child uses social conventions 

appropriately, e.g., says "thank 

you, ,f "please," apologizes, etc. ( ) . . ( ) '( ) 

fcl*. Child observes rules governing • 
movement around the room, e.g., 

when and how to move. ( ) ( ) ' ( ) 

^5. Child responds to teasing or name 
calling by ignoring, changing the 
subject, or some other constructive 

means. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

1*6. Child expresses anger appropriately, 
e.g., reacts to situation without 

becoming violent or destructive. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

1*7. Child initiates conversation with 

peers in informal situations. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

U8. ' Child uses classroom equipment and 

materials properly. ( ) ( ) ( ) 
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Critical 



Desirable Unimportant 



**9. Child uses playground equipment 
appropriately. 

50. Child does seatvork assignments 
as directed. 

51. Child sits up straight in seat 
during classroom instruction. 

52. Child waits quietly for recognition 
before speaking out in class. 

53. Child follows simple directions 
after hearing them once. 

5«. Child carries out decision(s) 

or plans formulated by the group. 

55- Child can recognize and describe 
moods/feelings of others and self. 

56. Child responds to conventional 
behavior management techniques. 



Instructions for Section II ; For the items in this section, please indicate 
whether the behavior described is (a) Unacceptable, (b) Tolerated, or 
(c) Acceptable in your classroom. 

Unac cent able means that . you would, not tolerate the "behavior occurring in 
your classroom. Should an instance of the behavior occur, you 
would initiate active methods to (a) suppress or eliminate it 
and (b) prevent , its future occurrence. . , 

Tolerated means that while you will "put up" with the behavior in question 
(at least temporarily), you would prefer to see it reduced in 
frequency and/or replace* by an appropriate, incompatible 
behavior. 

Acceptable means that the behavior presents no problems for you and you 
would not initiate procedures to decrease or eliminate it. 
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Section II: Descriptions of MALADAFTI VE , impropriate child be^vior(s) 



Unacceptable 



A 



1. Child whines. 

2. Child tests or challenges teacher 
imposed limits, e.g., classroom 
rules . 

'3. Child is easily distracted from 
/the task or activity at hand. 

i 

i*. Child has tantrums. 

5. Child babbles to her/himself. 0 

6. Child disturbs or disrupts the 
activities of others. 

7. Child engages in stereotyped, 

. repetitive behavior, e.g. . repeats 
the same response over and over in 
the same way, such as pencil tapping, 
drumming fingers, or playing with 
objects. 

8. Chj.ld refuses to share. 

9. Child engages, in silly, attention* 
-getting behavior, e.g., makes 
unusual noises/gestures, imitates 
cartoon characters, etc. 

10. Child lies. 

11. 'Child is verbally aggressive with 

others, e.g., teases, taunts, engages 
in name-calling. 

'12,, Child manipulates other children 
H and/or situations in order to get 1 
.his/her own way. 

13. Child Refuses to obey teacher- 
* imposed "classroom rules. 

I**. Child uses obscene .language. 

15. Child pouts or sulks. ' 



Tolerated \ Acceptable 
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Unacceptable Tolerated Acceptable 



16. Child ignores teacher warnings 
or reprimands. 

17. Child is physically aggressive 
with others, e.g. hits, bites, 
chokes, holds. 

18. Child cheats, e.g., copies work 
from others. 

19- Child becomes visibly upset or 

angry when things do not go her/his 
way. 

20. Child talks out of turn. 

21. Child ignores the social initiations 
(overtures, advances, etc.) of other 
children . 

22. Child damages others' property, e.g., 
academic materials, personal 
possessions ,. e^c . • 

23. Child asks irrelevant questions, 
e.g., questions serve no functional 
purpose 'and are not task related. 

2k. Child reacts with defiance to 
instructions or commands. 

25. Child steals. , 

26. Child does not follow specified 
rules of games and/or class 
activities. 

27. Child obeys only when threatened 
with punishment. 

28. Child refuses to play in games 
with other children. 

29. Child behaves inappropriately in 
class when corrected, e.g., shouts 
back, defies the teacher, etc. 
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Unacceptable Tolerated Acceptable 



.30, Child forces the submission of 
peers by being dominant, bossy, 
and/or overbearing. ( ) 

31. Child starts activities, but does 

not finish them. ( ) 

32. Child argues and must have the 
last word in verbal exchanges 

with peers and/or teacher. ( ) 

33. Child appears to be, unmotivated, 
e.g. i not interested in school 

work. ( ) 

3^. Child makes levd or obscene 

gestures. ( ) 

35. Child displays high levels of. 
dependence, e.g., neeis excessive 
amounts of assistance, feedback, 
and/or supervision to complete 

simple tasks. ( ) 

36. Child does not respond when 

called upon. ( ) 

37. Child creates a disturbance during 
class activities, e.g., is exces- 
sively noisy, bothers oth*r students, 

is out-of-seat, etc. ( ) 

38. Child is overly affectionate with 
other children and/or adults, 

e.g., touching, hugging, kissing- ( ) 

39* Child is excessively demanding, 
e.g., demands too much individual 
., attention. ( ) 

^0. Child is inexcusably late for the 

beginning of class activities. ( ) 

1*1.' Child is seriously withdrawn, e.g., 
whenever possible, avoids social 
contact with other children and/or 
adults. ( ) 



( ) 
( ) 

( ) 

( ) 
( ) 



( ) 
( ) 



( ) 
( ) 

( ) 

c ) 



( ) 
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Unacceptable Tolerated Acceptabl e 

1*2. Child interrupts the teacher 
when the teacher is engaged 

in a presentation or activity. ' ( ) ( ) ( ) 

*»3. Child engages in inappropriate 

sexual behavior, e.g., masturbates, 

exposes self, etc. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

kk. Child is self-abusive., e.g., biting, 
cutting, or bruising self; head- 
banging , etc . ( ) ( ) ( ) 

'45. Child wants to participate in 

playground activity in progress,' 

but is afraid to ask tc Join. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

1 *6. Child does not share toys and 

equipment in a play situation. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

**7. Child does not follow and/or 
give into necessary rules of 

games and class activities. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

^8. Child does not correct mistakes 
when teacher indicates there are 

errors. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

!*9. Child does not ask permission to 

use others' property. ( ) _ ( ) _ ( ) 

50. Child's remarks or questions are 

irrelevant to classroom discussions. ( ) ( ) ( ) 

51. Child reacts negatively to assigned 
school work, e.g., complains, sulks, 

refuses to start task. ( ) ( ) ( ) 
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Sec- ion III: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE NEEDS 



Instructions: The purpose of this section of the SBS Inventory is to 
identify your technical assistance needs in teaching and managing 
handicapped. children who, at sone future point, could be integrated 
into your classroom. These children are likely to be deficient in 
some of the normal skills/competencies described in Section I, and 
outside the normal range on some of the maladaptive social behaviors 
described in Section II. 

You are asked to make one of three rating judgments for each item in 
Section I that you rated as Critical and for each item in Section II 
that you rated as Unacceptable . In the line space to the left of the 
Section I (Critical) items, indicate whether: 

(a) You would insist that the child have mastered the skill or 
competency prior to entry into your class, or 

(b) Following entry, you would accept responsibility for developing 
the skill/competency, but you would expect technical assistance 
in the process of doing so, or 

(c) Following entry, you would accept responsibility for develop- 
ing the skill/competency and would not require technical 
assistance. 

Similarly, for Section II ( Unacceptable ) items, indicate whether: 

(a) The child must be within normal limits on the~social behavior* 
in question prior to entry into your class, or 

(b) . Following entry, you will take responsibility for moving the 

child to within normal limits on the social behavior, but 
only with technical assistance provided, or 

(cj Following entry, you will take responsibility for moving the ' 
child to within normal limits on the social behavior, and 
would not require technical assistance. 

PLEASE INDICATE YOUR ANSWER BY PLACING a, b, or c IN THE SPACE TO THE 
LEFT OF THE ITEM. 
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Table One 

RATING CATEGORY FREQUENCIES OF REGULAR AND SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS' 
RESPONSES TO INVENTORY AND CHECKLIST ITEMS ON TWO OCCASIONS 



SBS INVENTORY 



Section I (Adaptive Items) 56 in number : 

Regular Teachers 



Special Education Teachers 



1st 

Administration 



2nd 

• Administration 



1st 

Administration 



2nd 

Administration 





X 


S.D. 


X 


S.D. 


X 


S.D. 


X 


S.D. 


Critical 


12.78 


13.12 


14.10 


13.56 


9.13 


12.62 


8.54 


11.97 


Desirable 


39.70 


12.30 


39.78 


13.04 


40.63 


12.14 


42.63 


11.54 


Unimportant 


3.50 


5.80 


2.06 


4.20 


6.22 


8.60 


4.81 


6.38 


Section II (Maladaptive 


Items) 


51 in number: 










Unacceptable 


27.96 


9.14 


28.66 


10.64 


25.22 


12.76 


27.72 


12.43 


Tolerated 


22.22 


8.79 


21.80 


10.22 


25.00 


12.35 


22.77 


11.94. 


Acceptable 


0.82 


1.73 


0.48 


1.11 


0.77 


1.79 


0.40 


1.18 


Section III. 


Technical 


Assistance Needs 












Section I 


—Critical 


Rated 


Items 
















Regular 


Teachers 




Special Education Teachers 




1st 

Administration 


2nd 

Administration 


1st 

Administration 


2nd 

Administration 




X 


S.D. 


X 


S.D. 


X 


S.D. 


X 


S.D. 


(a) Remediate 
prior to 
placement 


2.36 


6.57 


2.66 


6.99 


1.45 


3.20 


1.00 


2.77 


(b) Technical 
assistance 
required 
after 
placement 


3.00 


3.41 


3.16 


4.33 


• 

2.54 


5.20 


1.68 


3.54 


(c) No technical 
assistance 
required 7.36 


9.92 


7.70 


10.74 


4.95 


9.83 


5.50 


9.83 
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Section II— -Unacceptable Rated Items 



Regular Teachers 
1st 



2nd 



Administration Administration 
X S.D. X S.D. 



(a) Remediate 
prior to 

placement 6.10 6.91 

(b) Technical 
assistance 
required 
after 

placement 11.2.0 6. 48 

(c) No technical 
assistance 

required 9.64 8.53 



3. S3 10.81 



10.79 6.62 



9.06 9.02 



Special Education Teachers 

1st 2nd 
Administration Administration 



v c n 



2.86 4.94 



8.95 6.91 



S.D. 



4.52 6.86 



7.90 8.20 



13.36 11.63 15.38 11.62 
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Table Two 
Profiles of Teachers 1 Scores 




Teacher 4 51 0 0 

Teacher 5 8 42 1 

Teacher 6 28 22 1 




